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INTRODUCTION. 



This little volume, "Beyond the Grave," is bewitching ; 
not more perhaps for its energy of language, and vigor of 
rhetoric, than for its constant play upon the fancy. Its 
clusters of analogies are just fresh and charming. Its scien- 
tific allusions are well taken, and are beautiful, if not strong. 
Its style is bold, if not in all points logical. It is fascinating 
because it traverses the field of affection and fancy. Many 
of its pages are touching and tearful, if not always truthful. 
It contains a heavy per cent, of the grandest truth. Its 
tracings of immortality by the dim light of analogy, is 
worthy of the master hand which grouped them. 

But you will pardon me if I say its general tendency is 
deranging if hot damning. It starts out with the theory 
which it purposes to fix in your mind, reckless of the 
wrecks it leaves by the way. 

Do not overlook his premise: The body sustains the 
same relation to the spirit that the " hammer does to the 
hand." It is only a "deft machine," a "body idiotic and 
beastly," a "definite quantity of oxygen and other gases," 
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4 INTRODUCTION. 

"only that, and nothing more." This leads him to the 
conclusion that man is spirit only. He covers himself care- 
fully under the wing of the Bible, but is careless of the 
havoc he makes with its teachings. To the author of 
"Beyond the Grave" the resurrection means no more than 
it did to Emanuel Swedenborg; these authors seem to 
think very closely together,, and if the teachings of the 
Methodist Church are true, this volume "Beyond the 
Grave " is distracting, damaging and damning. 

If the doctrines taught by the Methodist Church are 
correct, this book is unsettling and untrue. If the teach- 
ing of this volume be true, the apostles, and early Christians 
were mistaken about the resurrection of Christ, and the 
thoughts clustering about an Easter Sabbath are a farce. 
The atonenient may be of some value or consequence to the 
race, but, if so, this little volume of " Beyond the Grave " 
does not make it so appear. It teaches that animal death 
among all classes is a necessity to the original plan of crea- 
tion ; if it had not been for death, the universe would have 
been one great lump of "codfish tissue" within two hun- 
dred years from the time the first healthy pair was made. 
If the world had been stocked with just two "English 
sparrows," that in two hundred years they would have 
packed every square inch of earth outward in every direc- 
tion, infinitely beyond the most distant star. So they must 
die to make room for others. Of death he says, " It is 
God's offspring direct." Do you believe it? There has 
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been no effort made in this review to establish any theory, 
not even to vindicate the doctrines of the Methodist Church, 
so far as this volume of "Beyond the Grave" has traduced 
them. But I have in many instances raised a question in 
such a way as to call attention to an evident error, and in 
some instances in a way that the error may appear ridiculous. 

I do not think the author of "Beyond the Grave" has 
been misrepresented in this review in a single instance. It 
may be true that some terms which he employs, have been 
substituted where he had not intended that they should be 
placed. But this author ought to have scanned his poem 
more carefully before he gave it the wings of publication, 
then he might have decided where its meaning might termi- 
nate. Nothing is true which disagrees with the Bible. 

It has been my object to keep faithfully before you some 
of the merits, as well as the demerits, of "Beyond the 
Grave," without reference as to whom the author may have 
been. 



REVIEW OF LECTURE I. 



Unmixed error is less dangerous than when in solu- 
tion with truth. And the more inviting the truth with 
which it is mingled, the more dangerous the compound. 
Nothing is more precious to the pure than immortality. 
No thought lies nearer the heart of humanity than — 
"Shall we meet again?" Few great facts are held 
within the grip of revelation with greater rigor than 
these. The why is neither a matter of reason nor reve- 
lation. Either is beyond the limit of human experi- 
ence, and consequently not within the realm of human 
reason. No class of thoughts act more energetically 
in forming human character than those which relate to 
"Beyond the Grave." 

Nowhere does the teacher and his teachings touch 
soil so fertile to feeling as here. And nowhere 
may error take quicker and more vigorous root. It 
is impossible to select with too great care the seeds 
which are scattered in this field. The importance of 
rooting up every plant which is not of the genus of 
His right-hand planting cannot be overestimated. Can 
it be safe to experiment in this field ? Would in not 
be better to stop when the guide does, than peril the 
pitfalls alone? Would it not be better to drop anchor 
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and wait for the daylight, than to drift amidst merci- 
less breakers ? In this sea of immortality it may be 
wise to cast anchor and wait for more light. 

Again, in a science which has been defined it is 
best always to abide by the text-book of that science. 
You would not think for a moment of testing the for- 
mulas of Chemistry by some principle regulating the 
classification of Botany. You would not think of 
regulating the science of Biology by some corollary of 
Mathematics. And in the field of a science which is 
not fully defined, you would not think of fixing your 
your premises and of crushing every fact into your 
formula, or of condemning it fully. Now it occurs to 
some, that the author of "Beyond the Grave" has 
fallen into an error. He has started out with this 
thought: man is spirit, only spirit, and whatever of 
matter there may be about him, never has been, is not, 
and can never be any part of the man. It must be 
admitted that on a question of this kind, there can be 
no text-book but the Bible. If it says anything on 
the subject, it must be the truth, even though it may 
not be the whole truth. And it must be further evi- 
dent, that anything contrary to what is stated, cannot 
possibly be truth. It is quite evident, as may appear 
later, that the author of " Beyond the Grave " has made 
a vigorous and masterly effort to maintain his pet 
theory at the expense of holding closely to the teach- 
ings of the Text-book. 

Does the author deal fairly with this question ? He 
says : " There are three possible methods of conducting 
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this discussion : First — To assume everything, and give 
wing to imagination and feeling.'' 

Now, would that be discussing the question at all? 
How would that kind of argument — discussion — an- 
swer, say, in the science of Materia Medica? 

"Secondly — To treat it exegetically, as purely a 
doctrine of revelation/' 

Is there any other way of treating this subject than 
by revelation ? It is not in the field of experimenting. 
It is infinitely above reason, because it is at present 
incomprehensible. 

" Thirdly — To submit it to the reason, and examine 
it in the light of all the facts bearing upon it, which 
lie within the circle of our intelligence." 

The author chooses the third method. We are not 
questioning his right to make this selection, yet it 
might have been better, perhaps, to have held closely 
to the Text-book. On any question of which the Bible 
treats, where it is silent it is safe to shelter near its 
pages. At least no theory should spring from the 
realm of fancy which can possibly collide with its 
teachings. 

Does not the author take a wrong basis again on 
the 14th page : " It is assumed that to notice a diflS- 
culty is to create one." * * * * 

There is but one way for him to aspire to be a teacher, 
and conservator of right doctrines, and who shall de- 
serve the respect and confidence of those to whom he 
may speak ; and that is to fully inform himself of what- 
ever may be stated or thought against his teachings, 
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and then with honest candor to examine and refute the 
objection, or to acknowledge that he cannot. " He 
must allow the objector fair play." Now this state- 
ment Carries candor on the face of it, and is therefore 
the more dangerous. As a statement of a general 
truth, it may be correct. But this is a discussion pecu- 
liar to itself, and, if argued at all, must be discussed 
from the Text-T)ook incident to that subject. Suppose 
I object to your theory that the orbit of the earth is 
an ellipse, and perhaps, I raise my objections from 
physics or geology. Now, does giving the "objector 
fair play" demand that you shall weaken yourself, and 
lessen your chances of success by following me all over 
the field of my objection ? If you establish your theory 
of an ellipse, it must be by mathematics. Then safety 
and reason say, stay by your figures. Now, if reve- 
lation must settle this question of "Beyond the Grave," 
why not stick to the Bible, and be silent when that is 
silent? He may "challenge scrutiny," hut he must 
keep within the circle of evidence which belongs to that 
genus. On the 15th page he says: "And it is even 
better to doubt than to assent, when the proof is not 
suflScient." Is that a safe rule to lay down where 
evidence, if it exist at all, must rest upon revelation ? 
Of course it is a sacred right " to dissent " where evi- 
dence is lacking, or evenly balanced. But I would 
hold you in a discussion of this class, strictly to the 
Word of God. Whatever is clearly taught here, is 
final. The Bible does not intimate anything. So- 
termed intimations are human inferences. It does 
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assume great truths, and treats those involved as though 
they had been clearly argued. But you will observe 
that those assumed truths are of such a caste that they 
would be beyond our understanding if delineated in 
detail. 

On the 17th page this unsettling statement is made: 
" However it may awaken surprise, truth demands that 
we should make the confession that we do not know 
that death does not end all. Nor does any man know 
that it does." Now, what does this mean? Is there 
just as strong evidence that it does end all, as that it 
does not ? And is the statement true or false ? If I 
do not know that death does not end all, what do I 
know ? Do I know there is a God ? Do I know any- 
thing? I confess, that if I did not know it as a matter 
of revelation, I do not know it since reading "Beyond 
the Grave." Yet many grand and most ennobling 
thoughts are brought out therein, and many, very 
many arguments from analogy are particularly finely 
set. But withal there is that doubt and uncertainty, 
that I am left quite uncertain that I am certain of 
anything but uncertainty. Do I, can I, know anything 
except that I am doubting? Suppose the Bible does 
not declare in so many set terms, there is a God. 
Suppose it does not enter upon an elaborate argument to 
prove His existence ? If it assumes, and builds its his- 
tory upon that assumption, then this assumption is just 
as true as any other portion of its teachings. Suppose 
it does not teach in so many words the immortality of 
the soul — if it assumes that fact of immortality, and 
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bases all its outlay upon such an assumption, then such 
an assumed fact is just as reliable as any direct state- 
ment which the Bible might contain. Really has 
science, Christianity, or the Being who made them, 
been the gainer by such a statement. It certainly 
does not add anything to the potential force of Chris- 
tianity. It does not strengthen the argument from 
science, and certainly it does not increase our faith in 
the Word of God. And, strictly speaking, is it true? 

Again, on the same page, 17, he says: "Our con- 
science is silent on this subject.'' Is it true that our 
consciousness is silent upon this question? Remove 
all bias from fear or hope, and are we not conscious 
of our immortality ? We may not put it into words, 
but is it not spoken in the ear of the soul ? These 
doubts which cloud the soul at times are not of God. 
It might be better to suppress, than express them. 

Again, on the same page, he says: "Since we have 
no means of absolute knowledge, what may we ra- 
tionally believe? " Is not this line of argument les- 
sening the confidence of the reader in all that he has 
been holding as truth ? If the field is so doubtful, 
why not bring out the best or nothing ? If the Bible 
be left out of the count, then he may doubt to his 
heart's content ; but if the Bible be taken as evidence — 
this is of God. 

On page 18 the author says : "And it is as much 
a duty to regulate our beliefs according to knowledge 
as it is to attain to knowledge of the knowable." 
Yes, this may be true in a field which lies within the 
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realm of reason. But human immortality is a matter 
of revelation ; it cannot be reasoned out. Is it safe 
— ^is it right to clothe the whole question in doubt, 
because your measure is not equal to this altitude ? 

On page 19 it is stated that " Right use of faculty 
with fair opportunity will either discover the truth in 
most cases, or will discover that there is no possible 
ground for belief whatever." Now is not this mis- 
leading? Is it the faculties of the mind we must 
trust in matters of such moment as these ? Have we 
no standard of truth but the conclusions which we 
may severally arrive at? If the author means this to 
apply only to investigations which lie within the realm 
of human experimenting, then let it be so stated ; but, 
if he purposes to make it applicable to the question of 
human immortality, his reasoning is not safe. Again, 
on the same page, he says : " Each mind must act for 
itself, and as new minds are constantly coming into 
the arena, the old question must be fought over again 
in every age.'' I wonder if this statement is correct? 
Can we have nothing settled ? Then turn your boy 
loose in the drug store, and whether his tongue or sto- 
mach will last or not, let him go on tasting and he 
will learn after a while the difference between arsenic 
and sugar. Go back and fight over the ground with 
Galileo and Kepler. Again he says : " It is a fair 
presumption that the debate will never cease, and 
nothing will be settled for all time." Why make this 
.sweeping statement ? It certainly cannot have a uni- 
versal application. Is there nothing settled — nothing 
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even in Christianity which will not have to be fought 
over again ? Of course the author does not believe 
what may be legitimately drawn from his statement. 
There are facts which are as firm as the "Rock of 
Ages." But why blend and confuse those truths 
which belong to those sciences which are not the sub- 
jects of revelation with those which are ? Why leave 
us common readers in unsettled faith about the Bible 
and its teaching, with nothing certain but uncertainty ? 
But to render our uncertainty still more uncertain he 
says on this same page : '' The subject we are now 
discussing we have seen is not one about which we 
possess knowledge." Is it possible then that a subject 
of such importance as the immortality of the soul is 
left wholly in the dark ? Is it possible^ that man for 
whom Christ died may, can, know nothing of his des- 
tiny ? Is it wise, in a world of so much devilment and 
doubt, to reflect a shadow upon every light spot on the 
page; even of the promises ? 

Of the two great classes which admit an existence 
beyond the grave, the Agnostics and "Pyrrhonists," 
it is a little difficult to tell to which the author of 
" Beyond the Grave " belongs. If you ask him as an 
Agnostic the question, "Does man survive death?" 
he readily answers, " I do not know." And you may 
notice in a foot note on page 20, in speaking of this 
school, he says, "It disbelieves without perceiving 
that disbelief is only another form of belief." If you 
ask him, " Do you believe in life beyond the grave? " 
he readily answers, "I do believe." But there is so 
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much doubt and uncertainty expressed in "Beyond 
the Grave" that you are almost driven to the conclu- 
sion that his "belief" is only another form of "wn- 
heliefJ" Is he an Agnostic? If the author of "Be- 
yond the Grave" is a Pyrrhonist, where is he in his 
orbit? Perhaps in some extreme eccentricity. Why 
throw away the gain of the ages which has come to 
Christianity on the question of man's spiritual nature? 
Why enter the field of a vanquished foe to unsettle 
the faith of even the victors? Why "renew the battle 
again" around this "pivotal point?" (Page 22.) Does 
not the Bible settle the question of human spirituality ? 
If not, what does it do for us? 

You will notice that on page 23 the author begins 
to define himself. "The thing which we see, and 
touch, and handle, which, for a time, goes in and out 
among us with a visible presence, which strangely fasci- 
nates us while it stays, and saddens us when it is re- 
moved, which, while living, exercises over us a witch- 
ery that nothing else can, and when dead, becomes 
more sacred than anything we ever knew, we come to 
think it is ourself, or our friend; when finally it 
sickens and dies, it becomes unresponsive to our cries 
of affection, we say our friend is dead. We identify 
the stark, cold and unresponsive mould which lies 
before us with the person. We wonder if it will ever 
come to life again. This is the first great mistake." 
You will bear in mind that this is not the first time 
that the doctrine of the resurrection of the human 
body from the dead has been called a mistake. But 
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if I am not mistaken it is the first time that this charge 
ever came so near having the dignity and sanction of 
the Methodist Church. But is it a mistake after all ? 
If the Bible does not teach that the dead shall live 
again, both by declaration, provision and by assump- 
tion, pray what does it teach ? Do not mistake the 
author just here, for he is now taking his position. 
However it may be modified hereafter, he is now 
laying the corner-stone of his thoughts on this ques- 
tion. Mark his statement on this same page (23) : 
" There is not a single sign that it will ever germinate 
or return to life. There is every indication that it 
never will. To believe that it will, on any facts which 
appear, or any rational ground within our reach, is 
impossible." Now suppose this rough, uncalled-for 
statement may be modified by the thought that if 
"it is only the house that is in ruins, there is a pos- 
sible chance for the thought that maybe the overthrow 
is not utter or irretrievable." But only a " possible 
chance," even under these circumstances; and even 
this has "additional discouragements." You must 
not overlook the fact that the author is now predicating 
his thought of the resurrection of the human body ; 
and you must bear in mind, no matter what may sub- 
sequently follow in his statements, that he is now 
fixing in your mind what he regards the great fact, 
that the human body is no part or parcel of the man. 
Now suppose, page 24, that your friend has slipped 
away from you. You did not see him go ; you cannot 
tell where he is gone. Suppose he is not within the 
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limit of your senses. Suppose that by none of your 
powers you are able to draw any conclusion about him, 
or whether he will ever return, does your want of 
knowledge affect the merit of the question ? By any 
or all of your senses can you tell me what will be the 
result of placing that corn of wheat in the rich, moist 
earth? From all you can gather from your senses 
can you predict that you will ever see that wheat or 
anything belonging to the same order as the result of 
this planting? Poor, little grain of wheat! I cannot 
touch it, taste it, see it or smell it. Where is it? 
Shall I ever see it again? Now suppose that just in 
the midst of my doubt, He, who made the wheat,' 
assures me that this wheat shall live again. Have I 
now no evidence that it will reappear? It is true, you 
may say that you do know by your senses that this 
wheat will grow and produce its kind. Yes, you have 
seen it. We will not dispute your evidence. Now 
just wait awhile, as you did in the case of the wheat, 
and you shall see the resurrection of the human body. 
In the mean time. He who made this body says to 
you: "Thy dead men shall live, together with my 
dead body shall they rise." The "supersensible" 
evidence which the author introduces on page 25 is 
well set; but you will notice that he is paving his way 
for his pet thought, that man is a spirit; that the 
human body is no part of me, therefore can have no 
resurrection. "Properly speaking, he is a spiritual 
being, and the earthy form is external and merely 
instrumental to him." (Page 26.) Here you have it 
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set in unqualified terms; and now he sets out with 
the assumption on which he bases all his future argu- 
ment. To this assumption he has converged every 
conclusion preceding this statement. "There will be 
no dispute that the man is the self-conscious person — 
the ego.'' It may not be so readily conceded that the 
"ego" is all the man more than it would be that the 
eye is all the body. Do you not see a danger in such 
an admission? Wherein will this spiritual, invisible, 
self-conscious ego require a resurrection? Does the 
Bible teach it? Let us see how this will render in 
Scripture language. Thy dead "self-conscious ego" 
shall live, together with my dead "self-conscious ego" 
shall it arise. There shall be a resurrection of the 
"self-conscious ego." Then shall the "self-conscious 
ego," which is in the grave, hear the voice of the Son 
of God, and shall come forth; and "death," and 
"hell," and the "sea" shall give up the "self- 
conscious ego." 

Would it not be well to tread a little carefiiUy over 
this danger-line? Yet from the position which the 
author of "Beyond the Grave" has assumed he must 
hold to it no matter how ridiculous the attitude to 
which it must force him. His effort is to prove that 
these two, matter and spirit, are not man, "What we 
hope to prove is that it (spirit) is distinct." Speaking 
of the body (page 27) the author says: "It cleaves to 
us with such a tenacity that we cannot disentangle 
ourselves from it for a moment. It interpenetrates us 
so that its affections seem to become our very own ; 
its hurt our hurt, its balm our balm. * * * 
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Oxygen and hydrogen do not more closely blend in 
the globule of dew than we with the form/* Look 
closely at this statement. You must remember that 
the assumption is that this body is no part of me, but 
a "machine" — "a stated quantity of oxygen and 
other gases," with "affections" which we cannot well 
distinguish from ourselves. Is not the author of 
"Beyond the Grave" pushing things to force a con- 
clusion that these two are absolutely "distinct." But 
may it not be that these two elements, matter and 
spirit, do blend as perfectly as "oxygen and hydrogen 
in the drop of dew?" I notice in the decomposition 
of water, though their relation is wonderfully changed, 
they enter vigorously into their new relations, and only 
wait the appointed moment to be resurrected into a 
" drop of dew." Yet this would not answer the demand 
of the author, for he says (page 28): "Yet nothing is 
more certain than that they are two, completely and 
utterly dissimilar, and the person is the one and not the 
other." You must not overlook the fact that it would 
ruin his entire theory if he were to admit the human 
body as any part of the man ; and now that he has taken 
that position, I purpose to keep it fresh in your mind. 
You will discover this fact further on this same page. 
" The great fact in the co-partnership is that the spirit 
possesses all the personal endowments, and the form is 
merely subject and instrumental, but each has an 
identity of its own, in which the other has no partici- 
pation whatever." Read further on the same page: 
"The spirit is invisible and impalpable; the form is 
visible and tangible. * * * * 
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The spirit loves or hates, rejoices or sorrows; the form 
sways and bends with sympathetic nervous affection. 
* * * * They have absolutely nothing 
in common." Grant, now, that these distinctions do 
really exist. Does it affect the question of their one- 
ness in their combination ? Look at that drop of dew 
again. It is water npw. As water, it — ^not oxygen 
or hydrogen, but it — water, has its functions ; but let 
this drop of water die, completely change its form — 
look at the elements as they' exist now; as a tangible 
bit of water, it, they were inert, only moving as 
moved upon. Changed — one of those elements, hy- 
drogen, you cannot well retain the intangible thing 
anywhere, and it will extinguish fire wherever it meets 
it; while the other, oxygen, laughing and playful, 
adds fuel to fire at every touch ; yet these seeming 
contrary things unite to form water, which has prop- 
erties so unlike either individual. Does it follow that 
matter and spirit, though individually so dissimilar, 
may not — do not enter into the make-up of the man 
constituting a being not common to either? If not, 
then why not? Does the Bible disprove the thought? 
Now is it the body, as the author of "Beyond the 
Grave " asserts, which is so sensitive to "touch and 
sound," or is it the man which God made. But to 
admit this thought would be ruin to the whole fabric 
of his theory, and stand or fall, he must abide by his 
ward. Is he quite certain that " even its vital, auto- 
matic action, within itself, is not of itself, but of some 
external power? Is that power which keeps my heart 
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constantly beating some "external power,*' or is it one 
of the endowments of the man ? Now really is it this 
impalpable spirit which draws this body "idiotic 
and beastly" from place to place or do we — / — ^go 
and build corn-cribs and fill them with food. Does 
this spirit spend its leisure moments in driving this 
load of "oxygen and other gases" "after the doc- 
tor," or in pursuit of a lost "limb" or a "micro- 
scope," page 30. And then again that spirit has 
considerable amusement, if not aggravation, in get- 
ting this " definite quantity of oxygen and other 
gases " off to have a tooth extracted. Then it (the 
spirit) works this same " definite quantity of oxygen 
and other gases " to make iron, and bridges, and 
telegraphs. And we are told that " He does all this 
for his own ends, simply using the form as the instru- 
ment by which to accomplish his manifold wishes and 
conveniences." But with all this vaunted power of 
spirit over this instrument, yet when it comes to 
breathing, heart-beating, and . digesting food, it is 
compelled to get a stranger, an outsider to do that for 
him, or it — page 31. If an outsider is doing this 
digesting for some of us dyspeptics, we purpose to 
petition for a change of administration. 

Now whose teaching is all this of spirit supremacy 
over its "helpless companion?" This making it build 
electric bridges across the world, and taking in another 
unknown partner to do the breathing and digesting, 
is silly. Is any indication of such a doctrine found 
in the only Text-book for this science — the Bible? Is 
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not this straining even on the vision of a poet? But it 
is necessary to the carrying out of the spirit-man theory 
with which the author starts. There are two methods 
open to advanced thinkers, the one is to go into the 
field reckless of any pet theory, looking for a theodicy 
or science, which may, and must grow out of the pro- 
duct of that field, whether it pleases you or accords 
with your plan of things — that is not the question; 
but the inquiry is what is truth ? This perhaps is the 
true method. 

There is another method, which perhaps may be 
the general favorite; this is to go perhaps into the 
same field with a theory half constructed, but it is 
your child and dear to you ; you have come to find 
nourishment for this child ; you have no use for any- 
thing which will not sustain this offspring of yours; 
hence you cull and reject, or mystify that which does 
not tend to strengthen your child. It occurs to me 
that the author of '^Beyond the Grave '' has adopted 
the latter method, and he has no use for any fact 
which does not individualize his "Spirit-Man." 

In proof of this statement, you will pardon a more 
lengthy quotation commencing on the 31st page, "The 
superficial — the sense-view — is, that man is what you 
see, what you touch, what you handle, this shrine or 
organism ; that is all that sense gives you, it is the 
view that comes first to every observer, for sense- 
facts come first to cognition, and to the unreflecting 
remain the most powerful throughout life; were this 
sense-view true, I should be constrained to say, there 
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is not a particle of evidence, within the reach of man, 
that he is an immortal being, for there are no facts 
which point to a return to life of the body which is 
destroyed; we must be able, therefore, to show that 
what you see is not the man, or abandon all idea of 
his immortality on rational grounds." Now I call you 
to witness whether the statement with which he opens 
this paragraph is fair, not to say true. Who, but his 
'^sense-view" man claims that man is ''what you 
touch," ''what you see," "what you handle?" Is such 
an assumption safe on which to predicate a statement 
that "there is not a particle of evidence, within the 
reach of man, that he is an immortal being?" But 
you will allow me to remind you that the author of 
"Beyond the Grave" has his child in this field, not 
perhaps a child of his own creation, but of his adop- 
tion; — he^ it must be sustained, and to render the 
dignity of his ward more impressive, he declares to 
you that "there are no facts which point to a return 
to life of the body which is destroyed." Just here, in 
the presence of science, reason and Revelation, is that 
statement true ? Yet he must take this position that he 
may provide for the creation of his fancy. Allow me 
now (page 32) to introduce the personal word of the 
author of "Beyond the Grave:" "The task which I 
now undertake is to show that the essential man is an 
invisible quantity which never comes within the range 
of sense, cognition, or observation, and is detected by 
the sense only as it comes to manifestation in some 
visible form of activity, the being himself always 
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remains invisible." This is a rather mild feature of this 
offspring, but by this you may see the necessity of de- 
grading that poor body, it must be disposed of to make 
way for this coming child. But, say, is it really true 
that I have never seen anybody, never saw my mother, 
my wife, my child? never kissed anything but a "defi- 
nite quantity of oxygen and other gases?" Look at 
this thought: Have I never seen water, because I have 
never seen hydrogen and oxygen which compose 
water? Have I never seen my child, because I have 
not seen the elements of which it is composed? But 
for the author to admit that I had seen my child would 
destroy his own, so you will let him define himself a 
little more distinctly on page 32: "But he is as 
really distinct from the hand as he is from the saw, or 
hammer, or brush, or pen;" you cannot misunder- 
stand this statement. If such is the fact, of course 
there is no need of the resurrection of the body. We 
may get the author's distinction more definitely by a 
quotation from page 33 : " The grand, fundamental 
distinction here is, a distinction between spirit and 
matter, and I turn to that for a moment. It is wider 
than the distinction in human nature, because it per- 
vades other ranks of beings, and all beings ; my point, 
then, is that there are two kinds of beings, one is a 
spirit, the other is matter ; one is form, the other makes 
form, and uses or employs form." There is no mis- 
understanding the author here. He certainly means 
there are two distinct beings, and if our views were 
from the same outlook, we might not differ in our 
conclusions. 
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But it is a fact patent to nature, that as a rule the 
simple elements as they exist alone are not forceful. 
Bodies which involve life, either in the vegetable or 
animal kingdom, are invariahly combinations, and the 
higher you rise in the scale of being, the. more delicate 
this combination. From our outlook then, two beings 
enter into combination and make the man ; this seems 
to accord with the Text-book — the Bible; "And the 
Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and 
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man 
became a living soul." 

Now if we were just hunting after the truth with- 
out reference" to any child of our own, which we wished 
to sustain, would there be any diflSculty in accepting 
the fact as stated, that God made man of matter and 
spirit? And who for a moment would question that 
both matter and spirit are factors of man ? If in the 
account rendered there is preponderance given to either, 
it certainly is to matter. ^ "And the Lord God made 
man of the dust of the earth *. * * * 
and man became a living soul." 

To say that it is impossible for the dust of the earth 
to be resolved into something which can think and 
will, is to say that of which we know nothing, and 
until we can make even a moUusk, we had better ac- 
cept this creature man, without an attempt at analysis. 

But the author of "Beyond the (jrave" is so 
certain that matter and spirit are more distinct, if 
possible, than the "hammer and the hand," that this 
matter part of man is so degraded : suppose we substi- 
tute some of his terms which he employs to represent 
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the matter part of man, in the place of that used in 
the Bible. Substitute one of the author's tame terms. 
"And the Lord God made a 'servant and instrument' 
of the dust of the ground, and breathed into its nos- 
trils the breath of life, and the 'servant and instru- 
ment ' became a living soul." Take another term which 
he uses: "And the Lord God made a * beastly idiot 
body ' of the dust of the ground, and breathed into 
the nostrils of the 'beastly idiot body' the breath of 
life, and the 'beastly idiot body ' became a living soul." 
Let us make one more substitution: "And the Lord 
God made a ' definite quantity of oxygen and other 
gases,' and breathed into its nostrils the breath of 
life, and the 'definite quantity of oxygen and other 
gases' became a living soul." 

Perhaps I ought to beg pardon for introducing this 
burlesque here; but this straining of every possible 
point by the author of "Beyond the Grave" to tra- 
duce and destroy the human body is unpardonable. 
No matter what havoc it may play with our pet theo- 
ries, there is not a shadow of doubt but that God 
made man of the dust of the earth and of spirit. 
Perhaps with these substitutions fresh in your mind 
you may the more safely read the sophisms which for 
three or four pages follow the 34th. Of course his 
spirit-man is the operator. He is thinking out a watch, 
poor fellow. He can only think and will. He must 
employ this " definite quantity of oxygen and other 
gases " to help him. But let the author speak for 
himself (35th page) : "His primal function is to think 
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out the machine. Having thought it by volition he 
puts himself into relations with materiality, and 
evolves it and reveals himself to others. The finished 
machine is the flower of his thought. Neither him- 
self nor his thought is, nor ever can be seen. * * 
He saws, and files, and pounds, and hammers, until 
he gets all the draughts that are in idea in him, trans- 
ferred to matter, and then he puts them together, and 
pins them up, and we have the concrete machine." 
Now this statement is not objectionable only so far as 
it relates to that sophism of spirit against body or 
form. If the author of "Beyond the Grave'* will 
wean that ward of his, or turn it over to its natural 
parent, Emanuel Swedenborg, there may be less diffi- 
culty in the study of man. But, until the author can 
make at least a good, healthy tadpole, it is useless to 
attempt the analysis of the "genus homo.'' The 
argument against the eternity of matter (page 41 and 
following) is simply grand and conclusive. But the 
great mistake lies in these pages in treating man as 
spirit only. Yet this thought must not be lost sight 
of, or his theory goes to pieces. And while there is 
clearness of expression and beauty of style, together 
with the most choice selection of language, there cer- 
tainly is a strained, reckless conclusion. It does not 
follow that because matter is not eternal that therefore 
man is a spirit. Nor does it follow that because back 
of every organization in the universe there is an evi- 
dent tracing of divine thought, that back of the 
human, material organization there is as evidently a 
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thought, therefore man is a spirit. Yet these, or 
similar conclusions you are left to draw from his argu- 
ment for the eternity of matter. But it does follow 
that back of every organization in this universe there 
is a divine thought ; man is an organization in this 
universe, therefore back of man is a divine thought. 
No harm can follow this formula, and it follows 
readily as a logical conclusion. But do you not see 
that if you treat man as an organization of soul and 
visible body, you at once ruin the hopes of that " child'' 
world without end — that will never do. Let the author 
speak for himself, page 47: ''The proof is not less 
strong that man is a spirit. We see the Eternal Spirit, 
not directly, for He is invisible, but we see Him in His 
works. The real man is just as invisible as his Maker, 
for he is made after the divine pattern. We see him 
only in his works. He knows himself only in conscious- 
ness, and consciousness asserts that he is not a mere 
clod of earth, but that he is a spirit. Consciolisness ab- 
solutely knows nothing of self, except that it thinks, 
wills, and feels. Everything else — the body as much 
as anything — consciousness declares is not the self, but 
is objective to the self. If man is not a spirit, conscious- 
ness is a cheat." It is impossible to mistake his mean- 
ing here. That body must be degraded — divorced for- 
ever. But who has asked consciousness to recognize 
man as " a mere clod of earth ? " Here the solicitude 
of parent for his child shows itself. And is it true 
that consciousness does decide that nothing is included 
in the constitution of man but that which presents 
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itself as an intangible spirit? This assertion of the 
author is very doubtful. But, suppose such should be 
the indication from consciousness, would it stand as an 
unchallenged truth? With the little which we know 
of the science of Psychology, would it be safe to predi- 
cate a question of this magnitude upon such evidence 
as against the teachings of Revelation ? 

Consciousness takes no cognizance of either matter 
or spirit. It^ consciousness, cannot tell a sectipn of 
spirit from a section of cabbage. It simply has know- 
ledge of the "ego" be that what it may. Conscious- 
ness knows no more of what the man is composed than 
I do. It never answers the question of what, or how 
is man made? It takes cognition of self, not of the 
elements of which that self may be composed. Con- 
sciousness has nothing to do with this question further 
than that I am. 

Yet this is another eifort in an argument which 
must he made good. Please notice again on page 48 : 
"Man is invisible. I see where you live, I can tell 
when you are at home by the mysterious reflection in 
the window. * * * j ]jnow by the candid 
and inquisitive earnestness of your expression, by the 
strange lustre of your eyes, and the flash and glow of 
your countenances, that you are now busy with my 
thought." Why does he not keep true to his proposi- 
tion? Why did he not say "by the strange Justre " of 
the eyes of this " definite quantity of oxygen and other 
gases," and the flash and glow of the countenance of 
this mere " machine ? " 
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I am inclined to'give a lengthy extract, just here, 
commencing on page 50. It is beautiful — grand — 
but it concludes with its principal thought — spirit- 
man, and nothing more: ''The other day I was 
visiting a place to dedicate a church. In the early 
morning (it was spring) I was awakened by a weird, 
strange sound that stole through the open casement 
and roused me up, — a sound that somehow thrills 
more deeply into my soul than any other sound in mere 
animate nature. It was the cooing of a dove. It came 
borne in on the morning air and I listened. As I 
listened to its swell it choked me, almost broke my 
heart; and in a moment I saw a dove on a broken 
limb of a walnut-tree standing by an old crooked lane, 
down by a worm fence ; and I saw its bosom was heav- 
ing as though its heart would break. I gazed at it. I 
was a little boy standing on the yard fence of my 
father's house. More than fifty years had elapsed since 
that event, but it stood out before me that morning as 
if it had been but yesterday. By a strange law of 
association, starting with early memory, I lived life 
over again. I went in and saw my mother, beautiful 
as she was in her young womanhood. She put her 
hand on my head, kissed me, and soothed my childish 
sorrow. I bowed at her knee and recited my inflmt 
prayer again. Then came early school days, and old 
playmates gathered about me, and old loves and joys 
were lived over ; creeks, hills, roads, lanes, fields, and 
woods familiar to childhood looked at me with their old 
familiar look, each alive and palpitating with precious 
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memories. My cheeks . were bedewed with tears, as 
the thrilling picture with such strange vividness passed 
before me. Voices of the long-since dead sounded on 
that still morning air ; I seemed to hear them calling over 
the gulf of half a hundred years, as they greeted me in 
that long ago. Then I was a young man, my college 
days were past, the wide world was before me. With 
anxious and trembling expectation I was looking into 
the future, all uncertain of what might be its sorrows 
or successes. My horse was at the gate, my father's bless- 
ing sounded on my ears afresh, my mother's tearfiil 
farewell was repeated ; I shortly mounted the horse and 
rode away. Then opened upon me the long journey of 
years up to that morning, stretching over seas, oceans, 
continents, almost the globe, cities, towns, temples, 
museums, people from every land which I had visited, 
rose up around me with minute exactness. I knew 
that I was the same self through all the changes of the 
years. The same that spring morning, though gray 
and scarred, that gazed with tearful sorrow on the 
moaning dove fifty years before. My body had changed 
and many times vanished away, but I abided : the years 
had driven me from house to house time and again, 
but they had not impaired me. That which abides is 
spirit. Bodies change and die, only spirit remains." 
I have given you this long quotation from ''Beyond 
the Grave," first, for its beauty of style and finish of 
diction, and secondly, for its sophistry. It is not a 
question under discussion whether man has the power 
to repeat his life, and brush the dust from every word. 
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syllable, and letter of all he ever did, or even thought 
of doing ; but there does seem to be a question as to 
how rmich of the man it requires to do this. Do you 
notice the leap for a conclusion here : " That which 
abides is spirit. Bodies change and die, only spirit 
remains?" Let me call your attention to the stress 
which the author lays on the supposed changes which 
are said to be going on in the body, known as ''waste 
and repair." Upon this unsettled proposition, he 
rests the corner-stone of his assumption that the body 
must finally decay. As to this process of "waste and 
repair," even physiological science is very uncertain as 
to the time required for such change, if indeed it occurs 
at all. But even if it does change in three, five, or 
seven years, this does not imply final wreck. It is only 
fair to suppose that that outside friend who helps it to 
breathe, and aids in digesting its food, could aiford 
to keep it up if the demand were made. And you will 
pardon me if I intimate, just here, that it is not in the 
province of Psychology to prove that a change corres- 
ponding to this change is not constantly going on in 
the spirit, upon which its process of growth depends. 
Such a change does not necessarily imply mortality. 
It may imply growth and circulation, and it would not 
b^ difficult to predicate a pretty strong argument as 
follows: Everything which has life has circulation. 
Spirit has life, therefore spirit has circulation. Or to 
change the form, everything which grows has circula- 
tion ; spirit grows, therefore spirit has circulation. To 
follow this thought a little farther let me put it in this 
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form: Everything which has circulation has waste and 
repair ; spirit has circulation, therefore spirit has waste 
and repair. Now if it is safe to rest your hypothesis 
on analogy then there is force in the above conclu- 
sions. There would be no danger involved to the 
question of human immortality if this question of spirit 
waste and repair were admitted. But this we do not 
ask. However, we do demand that the author of 
''Beyond the GraCve" give that "definite quantity of 
oxygen and other gases" which he has changed from 
seven to ten times in his journeys — a little rest. Such 
a change does not involve mortality. But let us step 
into this Psychological field, with this author, just for 
a moment. 

You will recall in the extract which I gave you 
that the author of "Beyond the Grave*' very nearly 
wept when he heard that dove cooing. Now what 
was it that came so near weeping? or, more directly, 
what was it that felt like weeping? He says it was 
the spirit man ; and of course he only brought that 
body, "idiotic and beastly,'* to show your spirit man 
through your body "idiotic and beastly,** that he felt 
like crying. I grant you this is a little severe, but 
this theology is sickly ; and by induction we conclude 
that the author is not well and he must take this 
medicine. 

Let us turn to this field again. You may have 
noticed in reading "Beyond the Grave** that the 
author has very frequently stated that the functions 
of the spirit man is to think, and will, and feel, and 
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that from either of these the body is just as distinct 
as the "hand from the hammer." You will pardon 
this random assumption that it is not in the province of 
Psychology to prove that the human ego, separate and 
distinct from the body, is conscious of joy or sorrow. 
Now I do not detract one iota from the soul or its 
science, but I do know that in some of these half- 
formulated sciences we do accept conclusions which 
will certainly bear investigation. Now I can prove 
by the author that he felt like weeping while that dove 
was cooing, but he cannot prove to me by any known 
science that he would have had those feelings if it had 
not been for that "definite quantity of oxygen and 
other gases," which happened to be present. But do 
you not see that to admit that the body is in any way 
a part of himself is to admit the necessity of its res- 
surrection? and such a resurrection is ruin to his 
oifspring. 

Now before he takes you and bewilders you in this 
wonderful picture which he has spread on page 53, I 
insist that he prove to you that he could be conscious 
of joy or sorrow in this delightful place in the total 
absence of the body. Suppose the author does point to 
a difficulty which might meet me in this theory — a 
happy or miserable existence between death and res- 
surrection ? That question is not under debate now. 

Consciousness resulting from this ego is not a 
prophet, and can give no information concerning that 
so-termed intermediate state. The basis of human 
history, past or present, and its prophecy of the 
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fiiture in whole or in part, must rest in a revelation 
from Him who created the organism ; and any theory 
not strictly in accord with that Word ^is unsafe, no 
matter who endorses it. But here on page 53 we 
have the assurance of the author again, "That there is 
a spirit in man, distinct from the body ; this is shown 
further from phenomena which appear in him— phe- 
nomena which cannot be predicated of mere matter." 
Now you will please notice that the author is confusing 
you here with a thought which you. fully endorse as 
though you opposed it. Who says that there is not a 
spirit in man except this author and his friends, who say 
" man is a spirit ? " Why is he not true to his own posi- 
tion ? Why does he say "a spirit in man '* and still assure 
you that man is a spirit distinct from everything else ? 
Why is he not true to his own proposition and say 
there is a spirit in the "definite quantity of oxygen 
and other gases?" Again he informs you that in 
this "definite quantity, etc.," there are "phenomena 
which cannot be predicated of mere matter." Who, 
let me inquire, has said that these "phenomena" can 
be "predicated of mere matter?" But they can be 
predicated of mere man. What would you think of 
a debater who, in discussing the possibilities of water, 
should constantly assure you that the phenomenon of 
steam could not be predicated of oxygen? It is not 
of oxygen you are treating, but of oxygen and hydro- 
gen in a mysterious combination, which is wholly 
unlike either, taken separately ; but together they are 
water. Now we are not studying mere matter^ nor 
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mere spirit^ but man; and we see no reason why all 
this building of bridges, going from continent to con- 
tinent, and almost weeping at the cooing of a dove, 
may not be predicated of mere man^ not of mere 
matter nor mere spirit. But again he says (page 53): 
"We are sometimes asked to define what we mean by 
spirit. We -can only answer, *We mean by spirit a 
something — a real being, which becomes known to us 
by phenomena utterly unlike those exhibited by mat- 
ter.' '* Now this may and it may not be true. Can 
he show from any science that spirit, separated from 
matter, has any such powers or attributes as he assigns 
to it? We simply say it cannot be done. 

The assumption is not fair nor safe. The author of 
"Beyond the Grave" is not treating of spirit, but of 
man ; and to predicate the functions of man to any 
one of his attributes is not just to the question. What 
would you think of an author who might be discussing 
the characteristics or functions of air and should select 
out his favorite element and lionize it to the utter 
expense of the other? Here is air, a mixture of nitro- 
gen and oxygen, with a diminutive modifier of the 
carbon family. Now suppose his favorite is nitrogen. 
At any cost to the reputation of the other, he begins 
by telling that nitrogen is everything, while this oxy- 
gen is of no account. Nitrogen fills the world, leaps 
over the mountain, and kisses the sunbeams which 
gild its brow; sifts through the trembling leaves of 
forests, soothes the parched pulses, and brushes the 
tears from the flowers ; takes the nations' commerce 
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in its hand and carries it over the seas; put its 
shoulders under the ocean and heaves it into billowing 
mountains ; that it breathes upon the plants and they 
live ; fans the fire with his passing hand and it rushes 
into flame. Oxygen, to be sure, goes along with it as 
a sort of something by which you can see what nitro- 
gen is doing. Now what nonsense this style of argu- 
ment is. It is not nitrogen at all that is doing all 
this, but air — wind. If he had studied more carefully 
he would have found that his friend nitrogen, left to 
himself, would never get over the mountain ; that he 
is naturally indifferent — lazy; that instead of giving 
life to those plants if he should visit them alone, they 
would wither and die in his presence ; that the fire 
which he swept into flame will die at his very touch. 
But wind, air — oxygen, nitrogen and carbonic acid 
gases mixed will do all he says and more. Now if it 
be the fact and not the care of some pet child you are 
looking after, why not study wind or air as such, and 
not one of its parts? Why constantly refer to what 
you may be pleased to call factors of man as it — spirit* 
— and that body or "machine?" 

Such a line of thought clothed in such a profiision of 
figures cannot fail to mislead. Such an effort to di- 
vorce the elements of human nature cannot fail to 
confiise the common reader. But to fix in your mind 
more indelibly his assumed fact that man is absolutely 
powerless, he says : "But it may be said : 'A thing with- 
out form and other qualities of matter is inconceiv- 
able/ We answer : That if by conceivable is meant 
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picturable— drawn out before the imagination as a 
picture — then the immaterial cannot be conceived. 
* * * There are two universes, or two 
hemispheres of one universe — ^the great material realm 
and the more exalted spiritual realm." Now remem- 
ber that it is human immortality that we are looking 
after. Who has said that a spirit must have the 
qualities of matter that it may be conceivable? 
Nor does it follow, nor is it susceptible of proof, that 
spirit, that it may be spirit, is necessarily invisible. 
It does not follow because you cannot see with your 
unaided eye the delicate nerve system that therefore 
it is invisible. If you had better eyes you could see 
it. Nor does it follow that because there may be two 
universes of matter and spirit that but one enters into 
the make-up of the man. He is rapidly paving 
his way to a conclusion, and he says (page 56) : " The 
only things of which consciousness takes note are 
thought, feeling and volition. * * * * 
Thus consciousness discloses simply spirit." I want 
to raise the question just here, does Psychology teach 
consciousness in the human ego, takes cognizance of a 
fact that it would think, feel and will for one minute 
if divorced from the body ? That it is conscious now, 
as a man, of its power to know, to will, and to feel is 
not disputed ; but that it is conscious, that it would 
be conscious if without a body is a question. This 
question does not assume that this human ego is^ or 
ever will be, unconscious; but it does suggest that 
mere spirit ha% not all the attributes of man. The 
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author closes his thought upon this line with these 
words : " There are other phases of the argument which 
we omit, deeming what has now been said sufficient to 
establish the point in hand — man is a spirit'* 

The author rests his argument for the spirit-nature 
of man, in Lecture No. 1, on the premises to which 
we have called your attention, and the following pas- 
sages of Scripture: ''And the Lord God formed man 
of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his nos- 
trils the breath of life, and man became a living soul." 
What was it that the Bible says that the Lord God 
made of the dust of the ground? Man, What did he 
breathe into ? The nostrils of a man. And what was it 
that became a living soul? Man. But the author of 
"Beyond the Grave'' says that the Lord God formed 
a body "idiotic and beastly," and that He breathed 
into the nostrils of a body "idiotic and beastly," and 
the body "idiotic and beastly" became a living soul. 
What did the Lord God form of the dust of the 
ground? "Beyond the Grave" teaches, a "definite 
quantity of oxygen and other gases." What did He 
do with this "definite quantity of oxygen and other 
gases." He breathed into its nostrils the breath of 
life. What happened then ? This " definite quantity 
of oxygen and other gases" became a living soul. 
The author concludes "that the distinction is here 
made plain. There is an organism of dust, and an 
inbreathed soul." Now, we submit that the passage of 
Scripture referred to above, does not teach that the 
Lord God breathed into him — man — a spirit, but it 
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does teach that the Lord God did take this method of 
giving life to the man which he had created of the 
"dust of the ground." If the author wishes to teach 
that the human soul is the breath of God — a part of 
God — ^let him go to his own place; but we protest 
that it is not fair to dignify these "isms" with the 
authority of the Methodist Church. 

He quotes again from Scripture: "Then shall the 
dust return to the earth as it was, and the spirit shall 
return unto God who gave it." 

Now this passage cannot refer to final destiny, but a 
stage in the process of that destiny to which this man 
is tending. Do you not see a difficulty in the path of 
the author and his theory, that the spirit was the 
breath of God, come out from God ; if so, then it returns 
again into God, and that is the end of it. "And fear 
not them which kill the body, but are not able to kill 
the soul ; but rather fear Him who is able to destroy 
both soul and body in hell." Here the principle 
thought is duty to God at any cost, and His ability to 
punish compared with human ability. The highest 
possible penalty in the hands of either, is presented ; 
man has power to kill, but not annihilate; but God 
has power to do both — fear Him. As to personality 
in this text it applies to body as well as spirit; and 
here is the conclusion of the first Lecture: "It is 
the spirit that was made in the image of God; that 
was put under law; that had power to transgress; 
that sinned and/eZZ; that is to give account unto God; 
and receives revelations; it is the spirit for whom 
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atonement was made ; to whom pardon is offered ; who 
receives forgiveness and peace; w-iose future is de- 
picted in such impressive terms ; for the loss of which 
worlds would be no compensation; whose salvation 
induced the divine incarnation. The body throughout 
holds a subordinate rank, and is made account of 
simply as an appendage of the spirit. If the Bible is 
divine the doctrine is true, and we have seen that it 
stands in its own right also. The older and the newer 
Revelation have one trend, and speak with one voice. 
Here we rest so much of the discussion as is con- 
cerned with the question: Is man a 'spirit f 

Now I want to raise a question here: Does the 
spirit only bear the image of God ? or was it the man 
which God had made? Was it the spirit for which 
atonement was made? or was the atonement made for 
man f Was it the loss of the spirit only which induced 
the divine incarnation? or was all this done for man? 

The assertion that it is the spirit (only) for whom 
atonement is made, is wholly unwarranted by the 
teachings of the Bible, as is the teaching that man is 
(only) spirit. I dare not attempt to fathom this seeth- 
ing cauldron of facts — the atonement. I do not know 
the extent of meaning in the prophecies which say, 
"they ploughed long furrows in his back," ''and with 
his stripes we are healed," which prophecies were so 
literally fulfilled. Can it be possible that it was only 
a "machine," "an appendage of the spirit," a "defi- 
nite quantity of oxygen and other gases," the backs 
of which were ploughed, and by the stripes of which 
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"we are healed?" If there is nothing of man but 
what is here taught as spirit, what does the atonement 
mean ? Is the whole tragedy of Calvary a farce ? If 
this doctrine be true then, what is the force of the 
saying, "And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt 
among men." This Word was God. Now it is dis- 
tinctly stated that " He took not on Him the nature 
of angels, but the seed of Abraham." I do not know 
what that "nature of angels" means; it may mean a 
condition, but more probably a characteristic of being. 
It was not what we call spirit, hut man. Is not this 
the common-sense meaning? The Word is spirit ; for 
it is so stated in the Text-book — "God is a spirit." 
Is it probable that He took on Him another spirit, by 
being made flesh? or is it not the plain common sense 
that He, the Word, became flesh — man — for the pur- 
pose of making an atonement for man^ not his spirit 
only? In my opinion, the teachings of this lecture, 
in whole or in part, is in direct contradiction of the 
whole teaching of the Methodist Church, as to the 
nature of man, and of the atonement made for him. 
And it is just possible that if these were the teachings 
of some second-class local preacher, he would have 
been expelled from the church about five years ago. 
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"Man a spiritual being'' is the thought by which 
he opens the second lecture, and starts with the ques- 
tion, " If the spiritual self retains its consciousness with 
the overthrow of its machine ? " The author would not 
be true to his offspring if he did not keep this thought 
prominently before you. He says, when you take the 
wires of the cage apart you do not hurt the bird, but 
help it. You let it out of prison. Here is a beau- 
tiful figure, wisely set to capture your thought in his 
favor at the start. If this body is no possible part of 
man, then his figure might hold good. This, though 
so persistently kept before you, has not been proven 
but by the assumption of the author of " Beyond the 
Grave.'* We do not object to the thought — ^page 59, 
that death improves the place and condition of life for 
every good man. But this is no evidence that the 
body is no part of the man, more than the existence 
of the butterfly is evidence that the worm was not 
part of this beautiful creature. I am not anxious to 
argue the point, for there is nothing in it, but the state- 
ment referring to the bettering of condition of the 
spirit as soon as death takes place, has no proof. 

43 
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AVhile I do not object to the theory, yet he has ofiered 
no proof, and proof is very difficult to obtain. You 
must not overlook the effort which the author makes 
to draw you to the conclusion that man is a spirit. 
Did you know that your body was a fiddle, and you 
were the fiddler? Yet such seems to be the fact. On 
the 60th page, he says: "The body may be to the 
spirit what the musical instrument is to the musician — 
probably is. What is the musical instrument to the 
musician ? It is the instrument from which he evolves 
to external observation what is in him." Is this the 
teaching of the Methodist Church and the Bible? 
You will observe now, that the author of "Beyond 
the Grave" is predicating and basing an argument 
for the separation forever from the body, and continued 
existence of the spirit. And here he rests it. 

Commencing on page 60 : " You have a lover. He 
or she comes, in the living instrument, in the magic 
touch, smile, glance of the eye, flash of the cheek — 
comes invested with warm flesh and blood, and thrilled 
and thrilling nerves : these are in the instrument, as 
the electric spark is in the galvanic pile, so that its 
touch reveals him. Take the instrument away: are 
you sure that you have destroyed the lover? Are you 
sure that you have touched the deeper being, who, 
though invisible and impalpable, even when present, 
nevertheless makes you feel him, and thrills and trans- 
ports you with proofs of his invisible love? You have 
taken away the instrument through which he came 
and communicated with you : but, possibly you have 
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put him in a condition by the change to communicate 
with somebody else in some other world, and, under 
other conditions, to communicate again with yourself 
when you advance to higher development. There is 
no evidence, and no man can turn to a single proof, 
that the spirit, though it uses the body now, yea, even 
though now it is dependent on the body, will be so ulti- 
mately, and in all stages of its life. The present 
earthly body was formed to bring us into relation with 
gross externality, and by means of that, as media, with 
other spirits like us, now invested with flesh : and it 
serves that end excellently well. But there is abund- 
ant reason to believe that the higher ends to which 
these preliminary experiences are subsidiary: and 
finally, that which was of use during this earthly state 
of existence, would, by longer continuance, become a 
hindrance, shutting us away from those other spirits 
with whom we are to live, or those same spirits when 
their place and condition are changed." I have given 
you this full quotation just here, that you may become 
familiar with the thoughts of the author at the com- 
mencement of his second lecture. On the assumptions 
which he has suggested here, he rests the structure 
which he purposes to build — " Man aspiritual being '' — 
as against — as he is presented in the Bible — soul and 
body making man. 

Now what has this question of your lover coming 
in ''warm flesh" to do with an argument of this kind? 
Is there any certainty that all I see of this, my 
"lover," is what I see bundled up in this "definite 
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the fruits of the garden thou mayest eat, for your ma- 
chine needs these fruits ; you have a * digestive appa- 
ratus/ and they were made for you. But of the fruit 
of the tree of knowledge of good and evil — ^your ma- 
chine does not need that, of that you must not eat. 
This machine will cost you very much time and trouble, 
but you must take care of it, with which to see your 
lady love come tripping along by and by. Yet allow 
me to inform you that you will not see her^ but she 
will he in that 'body idiotic and beastly.' This 
'machine' is the only means she possesses of showing 
herself to you." I confess that it is a little humiliat- 
ing that a man of position and power should put him- 
self where the legitimate construction of his own 
theory, expressed by his own terms, can make him 
appear so ridiculous. On page 64 the author assures 
us that many of the ''grandest and best activities may 
be carried forward out of a body, and certainly with 
great advantage without such a body as this." Please 
note the war he constantly makes on the human body. 
It is a pity he had not been called into the cabinet 
when the pattern of the human body was being pro- 
jected. 

You will get another idea — not new in itself, but a 
little new from its Methodist outlook — on the ques- 
tion of instinct. He says: "I, however, have an 
opinion about it, and it is that in so far as instinctive 
action is personal, it is from the divine personality. 
All instinctive action is divine action in some form." 
Any one familiar with the writings of Emanuel 
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Swedenborg will recognize the fact that the author of 
" Beyond the Grave " is not the father of that thought 
of divine action. Whether there is a large Central 
Spirit in this universe, of which, and to which, all spirit 
will return, and of which all life is a part, I leave 
that for you to conclude from the teachings of "Be- 
yond the Grave.'* 

You will learn on page 66 that the body is abso- 
lutely necessary to set it — the spirit — going. "But 
for that I never would be set a-going, so far as I 
know." Now what does he mean ? Did he have an 
existence before this child-body began to be? It 
seems that all he needed was just to be "set a-going." 
It has been my impression for years that the Method- 
ist Church endorses the thought that the "genus 
homo" propagated itself — all there is of it — and I 
think so still. I question very much whether there 
is any little cherub of a spirit waiting to jump into 
some little child-body, so that it can be " set a-going." 
But the author seems determined^ at any cost, to 
keep up the distinction, so as to be able to work up 
his "spirit-man." The arguments following, includ- 
ing the quotation from Lord Brougham, are grand in 
favor of the immortality of man, but the distinctions 
so frequently crowded in are unwarrantable. There 
is more stress laid upon the supposed change which is 
said to be constantly going on in the process of body 
building than really belongs to that process. But 
even though this change be going on in the body — 
but it has many weak points in its theory — it does not 
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imply a lack of identity or personality. But person- 
ality — human — ^is not to be predicated of either mat- 
ter or spirit as such, but of the creature in some way 
composed of these ; which creature the Creator has 
pleased to call man, "What God hath joined to- 
gether let not man put asunder.*' And you should 
not overlook the possible fact that change — throwing 
off that which may not tend toward its growth — may 
be characteristic of spirit as well as of matter. How 
many changes the author may have passed since he 
was "set a-going," he may not be able to tell. 

You may have noticed that the author keeps before 
your mind the necessity of having a body by which he 
could hear, and feel, and see. These seem to have 
had much, very much, to do in setting him "a-going." 
I have no objection to this thought. But, if they 
have been of service in helping to grow a man — are 
factors of man — is it not probable that the power to 
hear, and feel, and see, will be essential factors of 
man just so long as man shall exist ? There is no 
evidence in science or Revelation to indicate that man 
will be senseless, sightless or deaf beyond the grave. 
But the entire field of evidence goes to show that 
whatever metamorphoses he may pass he will carry 
the distinct type of the "genus homo" into the dura- 
tion of his being. Because the body does dissolve in 
death, it does not imply a destruction of the genus more 
than the decay of the corn of wheat implies the de- 
struction of that order of grain. Death is only one of 
the methods or incidents in the great process of grow- 
ing a man. You may read with considerable care the 
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suggestions on page 76, but observe the author's de- 
termination to fix in your mind the assumed fact, that 
only spirit enters into the make-up of man. He 
teaches on this page that He who gives existence 
never withdraws that gift of existence from the most 
inferior order of the most inferior class of things. 
But feeling that this might establish too much, the 
immortality of all classes and orders* of animal life, he 
modifies it very ingeniously. "Essences or substances 
of things are permanent, and so far as we can discern 
are destined to abide forever. Forms and compositions 
of things change and pass away, but their essences re- 
main. The change of form is not the obliteration of the 
substance. An animal is but a form of matter pecu- 
liarly endowed — a living form. The life which ani- 
mates it is but a mode of creature activity ; its apparent 
intelligence is purely automatic, and not personal ; a 
form of impulse from without." Please mark the form 
of this argument. You are informed indirectly that 
there are but two orders of essences in this universe — 
spirit and matter. The one intelligent and immortal, 
the other material and perishable. Now all this may 
be true, and it may not. It is by no means certain 
that the essences which he denominates spirit and 
matter are the only elements of the universe. From 
what we know of the elements of this universe it is a 
little unsafe to say where the number of elements or 
essences is limited. What would have been the 
standing of a theory, which, when Chemistry had 
defined but forty elements, to have decided that this is 
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the limit of matter ? Nor is it by any means certain 
that all "forms and compositions of things change 
and pass away.'* For to determine this there must 
be distinction made between essences and compositions, 
which, with our knowledge, it is quite impossible to 
make. And what is, perhaps, still less easily determined, 
that all intelligence which may be discovered in the 
animal "is a form of impulse from without." And 
such a line of argument is never necessary unless the 
specific object be the spirit-man, as against the man — 
"soul and body" — is involved. The argument for the 
immortality of the soul does not demand any such 
degrading of the body; and until He who made it 
gives some indication that it is a "body idiotic and 
beastly,** we conclude it is safe to abide the decision 
that "the Lord God made man of the dust of the 
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of 
life, and man became a living soul." How closely this 
follows a fact we have learned in chemistry that two or 
more elements may be combined and a new element 
produced unlike either. From the description which the 
Creator gave of His process of making a man, coupled 
with many illustrations, particularly from Chemistry, 
it is not forcing a conclusion to arrive at a probable 
fact, that in the creation of man a new combination 
was added to the universe. While matter and spirit 
may have entered into the combination, the creature 
produced was a personality differing from either, 
though combining both. This creature is man — not 
matter, not spirit — but man^ and the facts of death 



LECTURE II. 53 

and the resurrection of the body are only incidents in 
His process of producing him. Because you may go 
into the woods and shut your eyes and ears, and still 
think, and remember, and reflect, does not argue that 
you are distinct from your body which brought you 
there, more than the fact of shutting your eyes and 
still hearing proves that sight is no part of yourself. 
Nor does the fact of thinking and reflecting with your 
eyes closed prove your distinction from the body ; for 
if your body were hot there you are not just certain 
that you would either reflect or think. On page 77 
he says: "If death changes his form as it does that 
of the animal, and he disappears as really as the ani- 
mal, wherein is the difference? How is it that we 
must conceive that he still exists and the animal does 
not?" The only difference, perhaps, lies in their com- 
bination — in their make-up. One was made an animal 
and died as such, the other was made as a man and died 
as a man. From the argument presented on this and 
the preceding page you get his conclusion. 

"But we have shown that man is a spirit." Is it 
satisfactory to you that man is nothing but spirit? 
Not fully. On the 78th page you get his thought fully 
expressed in these words : "But decomposition does 
not impair essence, and decomposition is only possible 
when there is a complex. The spirit is not a complex 
but a simple. No agents can take its parts asunder, 
for it has no parts. Nothing can change its form, for 
it is formless as thought, or feeling, or volition, though 
it may always dwell in a form. * * * * 
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The only effect that death can have on it is to take 
down its house, and spoil the instrument by which now 
it shows that it is, and where it is/' Suppose that de- 
composition does not impair essence, — ^man is an 
essence, therefore decomposition does not destroy man. 
Now let the author of "Beyond the Grave'' prove 
that man is not an essence. The Lord God made 
of elements which had existed a creature which had not 
existed — man. Man — not the spirit of man, nor the 
body of man — but man as a personality. I am not at 
all anxious to prove that spirit is complex ; but the 
fact that YOU cannot take it to pieces is no argument 
that it cannot be taken to pieces. It is no argument 
that a piece of granite is not a complex body because a 
child cannot take it apart. When its capabilities in- 
crease it can make the separation. 

As to the formlessness of spirit there is nothing in 
the Bible nor science to prove any such statement. 
The author says it is ''as formless as thought, or feel- 
ing, or volition." This assumption is not warranted 
by Scripture, is not a factor of Methodism, nor is it 
necessary, except to the theory of the author of the 
spirit-man. He says again, page 78: ''You see I am 
making a great deal — everything — everything of the 
fact that I am not my body ; that is, everything to me, 
and I want to return to it for a moment." Yes, we 
understand this. If he fail here, his theory of the re- 
surrection is a failure, and he may have to come back 
to the Bible for the real facts in the case. The doctrine 
of immortality of the soul is most beautifully argued 
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from evidence within itself. But the ever-present 
error is visible all the time — the distinction which he 
renders so prominent between me and my body. The 
arguments for human immortality are most beautifully 
set forth ten or fifteen pages following, about the 90th 
page. But it is not strengthened by the interjecting of 
the thought that the fear of death is an argument favor- 
ing immortality. It is certain that nearly every creature 
in the animal kingdom dreads death more terribly than 
man does. It may be said that it is all animal fear — 
well, what is animal fear? This may difier from 
human fear, but it is not possible to so determine. 
Whether the brute has an existence after the present 
one is a question of no importance to us, and to predi- 
cate his mortality on the assumption of his materiality 
is not safe, for you are not certain that it — the creature 
— is wholly material. It is not possible to tell what 
brute-essence the Creator has produced — or that He 
has produced any. Nor is it possible to tell of a cer- 
tainty that his — the brute's — fear of death, does not 
involve the question of longing for immortality. And 
this is a matter of no interest to us. But from what 
we do know from nature and from revelation, this 
universe is not such an impalpable something or noth- 
ing as may be involved in the theory "of the "spirit- 
man.'' 

But here is an open challenge of Divine wisdom, 
page 97 : " The Divine character requires man's exist- 
ence in the future in order to its own vindication." 
Now, while I would not weaken one thought of human 
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immortality, I feel disposed to allow the Creator to 
manage His own affairs a little without severe criticism. 
I am by no means certain but that the Creator might not 
be God in this universe even without man after death. 
But let me call your thought to another statement on 
the same page : " There can he no doubt that a Being 
who has power to originate such a creature as man^ has 
the requisite power and wisdom to perpetuate and 
greatly aggrandize his existence. Not to do it is to 
becloud and call in question His benevolence for what 
He has already done.'* Now all this onslaught on 
Divine benevolence may be true, but it does occur to 
me that any little fellow who cannot make a fifth-rate 
snail better keep his hands off from the works of Him 
who can toss a universe from the tips of His fingers. 
However, his conclusion on 99th page is beautiful. 
Here is his thought about the analogy between the egg 
and chicken and human spirit: "There is not in the 
compass of nature a more lively emblem of the soul, 
imprisoned in this mortal body than, homely as the 
comparison may appear, that of a bird in the egg. 
The little animal, though thus confined, is in the midst 
of the scenes of its future life. It is not distance 
which excludes it from the air, the light, and all the 
objects with which it will so soon be conversant. It is 
in the midst of them, though utterly shut out from 
them ; and, when the moment for bursting its inclosure 
comes, will be ushered into a new world, and translated 
into scenes unknown before, not by any change of 
place, but by passing into another state of existence. 
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So it is with the soul. It is now in a certain sense in 
eternity, and surrounded by eternal things/' Now all 
this may be true, and it may not be true. Be that as 
it may, the analogy is strained and carried over its 
proper point of contact. The analogy proper is be- 
tween the embryo bird and the embryo man. We 
know that these unborn embryos do bear a resemblance 
in many of the particulars noticed. But it is all wild 
speculation to assume that we are carrying this 
"machine" of ours with its "digestive apparatus" 
around among these myriads of untouchable, impalpable 
spirits. It may be true that what we speak of as 
heaven, may not be separated from us by space, yet 
may possess a form — and that material — as positive as 
our own. It is admitted that electricity has form and 
is material, is potent and in great mass, and yet is in- 
visible. It is dangerous to predicate the formless 
existence of "spirit-man '* upon such conclusions as the 
bird's egg, and the possible analogy based upon its re- 
lation to light and life. 

It is hardly safe to leave this bird's egg yet; my 
impression is that the author of "Beyond the Grave" 
will lead you to a wrong conclusion. Notice what he 
says on page 105 : "If the shell Is broken, the young 
bird comes out dead. Thus it is also with the soul, 
unless impregnated with spiritual life before it leaves 
the body, it will come forth still-born into eternity, and 
continue forever dead in trespasses and sins." Now, 
what does he mean ? If man is only spirit, what does 
he mean by impregnating spirit with "spiritual life," 
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and going into eternity still-born ? This bird's egg ought 
not be strained to any further analogy than the birth 
of the two creatures. 

After giving some beautiful suggestions on the im- 
mortality of the soul — suggestions which cannot be 
read without profit, he leaps to a conclusion which will 
bear an investigation. On the 107th page, he says: 
"We have found upon grounds of reason, that man is 
a dual being — a spirit shrined in a body; that in the 
complex, the spirit is pre-eminent — par excellence^ the 
man, that the body is inferior and instrumental — a 
servant pro tempore; that while it is a needed and 
useful adjunct for a time, it is in its nature perishable — 
incapable of permanence." Is it true that good argu- 
ments for the immortality of the soul, prove conclu- 
sively that man is absolutely dual ? Or does it rather 
prove that man as such is immortal, notwithstanding 
the changes incident to his maturity ? Why did not 
the Creator say something about the body being only 
"instrumental and a useful adjunct?" Until we can 
get more satisfactory evidence, we purpose to keep 
your thought to the great fact that God made man — 
soul and body — destined to immortality; not a 
"deft machine," not "my slave." It is only due to 
the author of "Beyond the Grave," that the horrid- 
ness of his titles so freely applied to the human body 
should be seen when they are substituted where they 
reasonably belong — in some of the many passages of 
Scripture. Suppose we just select one: Gen. ii: 21, 
22, 23. — "And the Lord God caused a deep sleep to 
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fall upon this 'deft machine.' And it slept: and he 
took one of its ribs, and closed up this 'body idiotic 
and beastly/ And of the rib which the Lord God 
had taken from this 'definite quantity of oxygen and 
other gases/ he made a woman, and brought her unto 
'my slave/ And Adam said, this now is 'machine' 
of my 'machine: ' she shall be called woman, because 
she was taken out of this 'useful adjunct/ *' Do you 
suppose that the Creator had anything like this miser- 
able jumble in mind, when He made the human body, 
and gave to it the most delicate touches of His handi- 
work ? It is unwarranted by science, and is not even 
hinted by revelation. 
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" MAN A SPIRITUAL BEING. 
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Here the author turns away from the " dim lights 
of natural reason** from which he has gathered some 
of the finest and most forcible evidence for human 
immortality which can be found outside of the Bible. 
If the argument had been applied in its natural and 
legitimate way to the existence of man, these lectures 
would be invaluable. But the strength of every argu- 
ment is only climaxed as he gets your mind fully fixed 
on his "spirit-man." The body is everywhere tra- 
duced and reduced, until you feel quite disinclined to 
have this loathsome thing carry you farther. 

From the teachings of these lectures, you can but 
feel that the Creator made an egregious blunder in 
making such a "useful adjunct," even though it had 
a "digestive apparatus" to dispose of the corn and 
beef that you were compelled to provide for it. And 
with this thought clearly set forth — ^man a spirit — he 
starts out, "But it is the voice of God declaring : Man 
*doe8 live after death.'' But you must bear in mind, 
that this statement is predicated of "man a spirit" 
only. 

CO 
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You will please keep in mind a quotation from 
page 111, not because it does not bear truth on the 
face of it, nor that it is not all truth ; but that it does 
not comport with the teachings by which he must 
abide, or his book is a failure. " The Matchless Teacher 
dies before our eyes, and enters the grave, that, by 
rising, He may demonstrate the truth of his teachings, 
and show to sense that death is a vanquished enemy.*' 

Let me ask the question : From all the teachings of 
"Beyond the Grave,*' what has the death of Christ 
upon the cross to do with the atonement ? According 
to its teachings, physical death is a natural thing and 
has no part in the atonement. In what sense then 
did His rising from the dead show forth that death is 
a "vanquished enemy?" The death of Christ has 
infinite meaning to the Christian world. But, to a 
theory which has only a "spirit-man" to take care of, 
the resurrection of the body of Christ is meaningless. 
In this theory, death is no enemy, but a process natural 
even to the dwellers of Eden — sin excepted. Thus, 
to say that "death is a vanquished enemy," is to ex- 
press a grand truth as a burlesque. It is horrible to 
treat a fact so sacred to the Christian heart so lightly ; 
but let us follow the teachings of " Beyond the Grave " 
in their legitimate constructions, even upon Calvary. 
You must bear in mind that the disciples did not see 
Christ. That Mary, the mother of our Lord, did not 
see her son upon the cross. They only saw the "use- 
ful adjunct" of Christ. The Scriptures are mistaken, 
they did not nail Him to the cross, it was only His 
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"machine/' The soldiers did not pierce His side, it 
was only the side of His "slave." The Scriptures 
make a mistake, they did not place a crown of thorns 
upon His head, they only hung it upon His "deft 
machine." It must be all a mistake about His resur- 
rection from the dead, it was only a "definite quan- 
tity of oxygen and other gases" which was raised 
from the grave. Oh, give me back the plain old thought, 
that He died upon the tree, that He rose from the dead 
the third day. I may not understand it, but it is God 
in the whole transaction. And He can bring it to 
pass. Give me the Bible, and let me stop where its 
teachings leave me, and wait for light. 

There is truth and force in the expression, that 
" The Great Teacher established the fact of the im- 
mortal life, but He has not cleared it of mystery." If 
He had cleared it of mystery, it would have lost much 
of its charm. There is not a doubt but that this 
"something to learn" is a stimulus to growth any- 
where. If we knew all^ and had ally we would labor 
for nothing. This present life with which we are so 
familiar, is a web and woof of mystery; what we know 
of this life comes to us by revelation or experience; 
revelation from the Creator or from persons who 
have had more experience than ourselves ; experience, 
which results from our personal contact with facts. 
There, no doubt, will be sources of information, eter- 
nity without end. The future, when we are there, 
will still have an unsolved future, and it can but be a 
part of even heavenly life to wonder why. Until we 
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have reached that future, it may be well to abide most 
rigidly the dictation of the Text-book — the Bible. 
There may not be in all the heavenly realm, an open- 
ing avenue, over which it shall not be written, "It 
doth not yet appear what we shall be.'* But, after all, 
is it not wise to keep within the teachings of Revela- 
tions, especially in fields of thought, where evidence 
must come from this source or not at all ? It is a fact, 
however, that the author of "Beyond the Grave'' 
adheres more rigidly to the teaching of the "New 
Church," and has evidently studied it with as great 
care as he has the teachings of the Bible upon this 
question. That there is a grand future for redeemed 
humanity must be true, or He, whose measure is infi- 
nite, would not have called it "precious." But He 
has told us but little of life beyond the grave. Why 
He has not done so, it may not be in the province of 
the human to divine. I notice this significant fact, 
that of this present life He has told us comparatively 
nothing beyond now. Why He withholds the knowl- 
edge which I seem to need, and condition it upon my 
coming to a certain measure to-morrow, is not mine 
to know ; but in studying His Word, it is well to do so 
with the utmost care for what it means, not what we 
would fain wish it to mean. 

You may notice a quotation on page 117: "Eye 
hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have entered 
into the heart of man, the things which God hath 
prepared for them that love Him." The Apostle 
brought this over from the Old Testament Scriptures, 
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evidently with no design of making it do service in 
teaching of the future life and glory after death. This 
will be more evident by what he says in the following 
verse: "But God hath revealed them unto us by His 
spirit." And that he refers more particularly to our 
present life, may be seen by the verses which follow : 
"Now we have received, not the spirit of the world, 
but the spirit which is of God, that we might know 
the things which are freely given to us of God; which 
things we also speak, not in the words which man's 
wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost teacheth, 
comparing spiritual things with spiritual.*' To say 
the least, the Apostle does not design to force this 
Scripture to mean that we can have no conception 
of what awaits us in eternity; for be his meaning 
what it may, he declares "But God hath revealed them 
unto us by His spirit.'' 

A more close adherance to the teachings of the 
Bible, can do harm even by the author of "Beyond 
the Grave." But here, on page 124, you strike the 
true ring of the author's meaning. He has been build- 
ing that beautiful future simply for his "spirit-man." 
Here he refers to the Mosaic account of the creation 
of man. Gen. ii : 7 ; and these are his conclusions from 
this Scripture: "Here the shrine is first created out 
of the earth, and afterward the spirit is inbreathed." 
Why did not the Creator give notice that He had 
made a "shrine?" He says He "made or formed 
man of the dust of the ground." Perhaps the author 
of "Beyond the Grave" knows best what was made 
from the dust of the ground. 
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Here again, and not for the first time on this pas- 
sage, the author twists the meaning of this passage 
to compel it to suit his thought; it does not teach that 
God breathed into him — man — a spirit, separate and 
distinct, from his body just formed from the dust of 
the ground; but it does teach that the Lord God 
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man 
became a living soul. This "inbreathed" spirit, 
is only an incident in the process of making a man. 
Please keep this fact in your mind, "And man 
became a living soul." There is no possibility of 
legitimately twisting this Scripture to turn the Bible 
over to this "New Church" thought; if you wish to 
get the thought of the author of "Beyond the Grave" 
confirmed on the question of "Man a spiritual being," 
you may refer to a course of eight lectures on "Man 
as a Spiritual Being," by Chauncey Giles, minister of 
the New Jerusalem Church. 

There is one thing that works a little against our 
author of "Beyond the Grave;" these lectures were 
given a half a score of years before "Beyond the 
Grave," and yet he has not improved even the lan- 
guage of "Man as a Spiritual Being" but a little. 

On page 125 of "Beyond the Grave" you will find 
a number of quotations from the Scripture: "Then 
shall the dust return to the earth as it was ; and the 
spirit shall return unto God who gave it." These 
passages are followed on page 126, with this conclu- 
sion: "No one can read these passages without per- 
ceiving that there is a fixed and radical distinction 
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between the soul and body, and, also, that the spirit or 
soul is a real being, and the real personal substance of 
of man — the man himself. This is the pervading 
doctrine of Revelation.*' 

Now turn to the 40th page of "Man as a Spiritual 
Being," and get the same thought from the "New 
Church: " "The Bible in every part regards the spirit 
as the man; its whole scope, form and purpose are 
directed toward man as a spiritual being." Surely 
these authors are keeping most intimate company. 

You may read with profit the groupings of the au- 
thor's thoughts on the consciousness of the spirit after 
death, but you cannot fail to notice the rigor with 
which he forces his thought upon you, that the spirit- 
man leaves the body as a useless machine. It does 
not follow, because Paul spoke of a desire to be "ab- 
sent from the body," to be "present with the Lord," 
that it implies a final separation from the body. Nor 
does his assurance that " If this house of our earthly 
tabernacle were dissolved, we have a house of God, a 
building not made with hands — eternal in the heavens," 
that he overlooked the great thought of the resurrec- 
tion. Nor does the endless absence from the body, 
form any part of the Christian promptings to-day, 
"to depart and be with Christ." And I submit that 
the author is straining the following passage to fit his 
idea: "For I am in a strait betwixt two, having a de- 
sire to depart (to go forth from the body), and to be 
with Christ, which is far better." 

The Apostle's thought, certainly, is not the incum- 
brance which his body — machine — is giving him. 
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which occasions this desire "to depart and Be with 
Christ," but the general conditions of a man in earthly 
and heavenly life. 

But notice again on page 144, how persistently the 
author keeps before you the spirit side — formless and 
impalpable— of man. " Is it probable that the spirits 
of men are wholly nude of organism during their 
existence in the intermediate state? There is not a 
word of information on the subject. * * * 
The suggestion that the animal soul, as a kind of 
shroud, a tertium quidy neither spirit nor matter, or a 
superlative composite of matter, survives the body as 
an organism, may have something in it, but we cannot 
go beyond conjecture." It is a fact, in all. the teach- 
ing of Inspiration as well as science, that all existence 
has form, whether material or immaterial; while in 
our present limited knowledge of the quantity of being 
which we may carry into Paradise, or the eternity 
beyond; does not the author of "Beyond the Grave" 
lay by far too much stress on the assumed fact, that 
we are living only as a tenant in a house which may 
be taken down at anv moment? 

We have no possible objection to his division of 
human existence into periods (page 146) ; but if the 
Creator was correct in His statement that He made 
man out of the dust of the ground, and said nothing 
about making a "needful appendage " for him to live 
in, then let the whole man go on through these changes 
incident to his growth. On page 146 he says: "The 
second stage is an existence in the body, as an inde- 
pendent personality." Is it possible that this body is 
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no part of the man ? In the possible changes which 
may lie along the path of this creature in the future, 
will this body, the "necessary adjunct," have no part? 
Until its maturity it kept pace with all the changes 
incident to the convenience of the spirit. 

If it be true that "death opens the door of release," 
is "birth," and that man walks out and leaves the body 
forever, why does not the Creator have this door 
opened earlier in the many cases where the body is 
frail, and, as the author informs us, is such a burthen 
to the "spirit-man?" In seems unkind, to use a 
mild term, for a wise Creator to lay a "spirit-man" 
upon a narrow couch for a score of years, unable to 
use this "machine" to any practicable purpose.- Why 
not let it out — let it grow ? Is not this a man who in 
some way is to straighten out by and by for eternity ? 
Let me give you the author's idea of a change which 
follows death (page 147): "We are born into new 
conditions with a physical body of some kind, which 
as imperceptibly develops while we live as the body of 
the child unconsciously grows in the womb. In the 
new state we grow in power and character; have an 
abode suited to our changed condition; and have 
opened to us employment suitable to advance and 
perfect us in noble manhood. I do not know where 
it is or what its conditions. It is called Paradise. Its 
duration may be very long and very glorious." 

Let me call your attention particularly to the state- 
ment that we are to start off in the next world "with 
a physical body of some kind" which is to grow and 
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develop after the order, or as following the growth 
of the body from the womb. Does this foreshadow 
a resurrection of the body from the grave? 

Look carefully at this thought of the growth of this 
"physical body of some kind." Growth? What can 
that mean? He certainly must provide a "stomach*' 
for this body he is now figuring about. As far as we 
know there is no possible organic growth without waste 
and repair; and there is no waste and repair without 
food — nourishment. What an efibrt to get rid of the 
great fact of a resurrection of the human body from 
the grave ! 

But the author of "Beyond the Grave*' formulates 
his thought more positively on the 151st page. I 
give it to show the author's idea of human death ; and 
here you begin to gather his thought of the resurrec- 
tion. It may be impossible to prove that he is not 
correct in his theory, but it is not diflScult to see that 
if he is correct the teaching of the Methodist Church 
is greatly at fault. In speaking of the theories of the 
resurrection he says: "Chief among them is the 
groundless imagination that man was designed to be 
immortal as he is ; that but for sin he would have 
remained forever in the body with which he was at 
first invested — a deathless, earthly man. It is easy to 
see how this imagination would become misleading in 
any attempt to formulate the doctrine of the resurrec- 
tion. The natural result would be to suppose that it 
simply restores the body destroyed or one substantially 
like. it. If the imagination is false it should be 
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dispelled before a theory is formulated. That it is false 
in every particular we think there can be no reasonable 
doubt/' 

There is no doubt but that animal death existed 
before life or death in Eden ; and it may be that man 
would have died even if he had kept his sinless relation ; 
but the intimation is, perhaps to use no stronger term, 
that the teaching of the Bible indicates that sin had 
much to do with physical suffering and death. If the 
author wishes to leave the Bible out of his count as evi- 
dence, would it not have been much easier to have m«- 
gined thn.t the creature which the Lord God made " from 
the dust of the ground" would have passed a painless 
metamorphosis from this to his future condition but 
for the incident sin? That somehow sin wrecked his 
whole being and involved the whole catalogue of his 
unhappy environments, which weary and wear his life 
away? There is nothing unscientific, perhaps not 
unscriptural in this theory; but you will see at once 
that this will not answer the purpose of the author of 
"Beyond the Grave,** for, as he intimates, this might 
involve the necessity of the resurrection of "the body 
or one substantially like it." Now if this "is false in 
every particular," it is certainly time that the Method- 
ist Church came humbly to her knees and remodeled 
the articles of her faith ; and if it be not false, she 
certainly ought to bring to their knees those within 
her communion who teach that such a possible restora- 
tion is "false in every particular." 

It is well to be wise, but it is better to speculate 
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within the limit of the Text-book, or within the realm 
of experience, if at all. 

As man differed from all beneath him in his consti- 
tution, there is little doubt but a destiny awaited even 
his physical factor altogether unlike that of the mere 
animal. Let me call your attention to a forced con- 
clusion which includes man. (Page 152.) "The law 
of fecundation, which would render it impossible that 
life should be permanent, as the world and the whole 
universe would, in a short period, become over- 
stocked." The fact that man may have been created 
physically immortal in the sense of escaping death in 
its present form, does not foreshadow such alarming 
results from the "law of fecundation.'* It need not, 
does not imply a continued stay on the earth, but it 
does imply a change without decay or pain. Nor is 
there any argument in science or the Bible to indicate 
that he would "have been delivered from his earthy 
body." (Page 153.) Such a delivery does not neces- 
sarily follow ; but it does follow that the type would 
have been "kept perfect as man^ not spirit only, while 
man continued his being. 

" Then we are not to reason from the earthly body 
to the resurrect] ve body," page 153. Why not? If 
he lost anything by sin, and that anything may chance 
to relate to this body, does it not accord perfectly with 
reason that in the atonement he should look for its 
recovery V 

You will pardon a lengthy quotation from pages 
153, 154, on the subject of identity : "Strictly speaking. 
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wlien we predicate identity of a substance of any 
kind, we mean that the particles or particle of its con- 
stituents have not changed ; they are still numerically 
and specifically what they were before. Resemblance, 
however exact, is not identity. When we predicate 
identity of an organism, we mean that the organism 
has not changed its base, or been replaced by another 
of like kind however closely resembling. Identity 
cannot be predicated of the human body, as to its sub- 
stance any two moments of time ; there are no two 
moments, perhaps, in the closest succession, in which 
it does not either gain or lose some of its particles ; and, 
however small, the identity of aggregate or corpOriety 
is in that degree affected.*' This might be true if you 
were looking for a " definite quantity of oxygen and 
other gases,'* — but you are identifying a man, not his 
factors. If you are looking for a piece of carbon, you 
cannot identify it in lithium. But if it be a creature 
you are looking for, you are not identifying the atoms 
of which it waSj or is composed, but the creature with 
the elements incident to its existence now. You would 
rightly deem a man an idiot who would deny that this 
is the same plant which he saw yesterday, simply be- 
cause the little thing has taken on a little carbonic 
acid gas, and breathed off a little oxygen since he saw 
it yesterday. It is not the identity of the elements^ 
but the plant you are looking after. You may remem- 
ber that the cooing of that dove, on that spring morn- 
ing, woke up a chain of memories in the mind of the 
author ; you will remember that he mounted that horse 
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at the old home gate and started out to make life for 
himself. I can but wonder if he identified that horse 
as he was reined up next morning for him to mount. 
Why, this very horse has lost a quarter of a million of 
little pieces which he had when he started from the old 
gate yesterday morning, and unless he was well fed he 
took on less than he put ofi". Suppose this author of 
" Beyond the Grave" just steps round this animal and 
see if the same number of atoms of iron are here. 
Look careftdly and see if he has just the same number 
of atoms of oxygen and hydrogen that he had yester- 
day. If not, lead him to the water- Ducket — he can 
take on a few million atoms very readily. But you 
must not let him take one too many, or more than he 
had at any time yesterday, or you cannot identify him 
as your horse. Now, what infinite nonsense this 
method of identity. It is the horse you are looking 
after and not the atom. It is the creature as he must 
be to-day in order to be himself. Now, is it true that 
"identity cannot be predicated of the human body as 
to its substance any two moments of time? " It is not 
the atoms you are searching for, but the man, in all 
that it takes to make him a man to-day. Is it safe, is 
it fair to predicate so much on what he chooses to term 
'* a constantly changing quantity ? " This seems to be 
the comer-stone of the author's hope, that he can 
finally get rid of the last little piece of his body. There 
is too much involved in this question of the future 
finality of the human form to be the predicate of an un- 
certainty. The question of the seven years' change of 
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the human body is by no means a settled question in 
the science pertaining thereto. Some of the best 
physiological students are differing terribly on this 
question. It is by no means certain that it requires 
one, three, five, or seven years to complete the change 
in the body, — or certainly whether it changes at all. 
Nor does it matter — this is only a factor of the man. 
And if, in a created thing or creature, change means 
wreck, there is a possibility of difficulty ahead for 
the author with his '* spirit-man." 

It might be somewhat difficult to disprove the fol- 
lowing formulas. Every living thing grows by circu- 
lation. Spirit is a living thing; therefore spirit grows 
by circulation. And again, every thing which has 
circulation takes on and puts off pai-ticles. Spirit has 
circulation ; therefore spirit puts on and puts off par- 
ticles. What is the difference between this "body 
idiotic and beastly" and the spirit-man? Now it 
occurs to me that the safer way is to let this body 
alone in the relation in which the Lord God placed it, 
and look for this identity in the being He calls a man. 
Leave that question of it — the body — and he — the 
spirit — to be absorbed in the fact that God made the 
man. But just here is where the author of ''Beyond 
the Grave "confuses you by a flat denial- of any such 
possibility. "It is sometimes stated that since man is 
in a body, the body is a part of the man-essence. 
This we constantly disallow. It is an accident or 
appendage of his existence, and should never be 
construed as any part of his essential personality." 
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Page 155. If this be true, I can but feel that it would 
have added so much to the clearness of the statement 
if this man had been around that morning when the 
"Lord God made man of the dust of the ground,'* 
and "breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and 
man became a living soul," to have jusfr whispered in 
the ear of the Creator, " Please, sir, you have just 
breathed in the nostrils of his 'accident or appendage,' 
and should never be construed as any part of his essen- 
tial personality." This might have been a relief to 
the Mosaic account of the transaction. On the same 
page, 155, he begins another argument against the 
bodily organization. He does not expect work there; 
nothing like "agriculture, mechanic arts, planting and 
building," therefore he will drop the muscle. He 
will not have " to raise corn " and chickens for his 
"machine," therefore he will not need his "stomach," 
it will be useless. Having no stomach to aid in pro- 
ducing chyme and chyle, there will be no use for the 
blood, therefore "This also may be supposed to be 
eliminated. And is the heart serves chiefly as a 
force-pump to keep up the circulation, and the lungs 
as an instrument for purification of the blood, we may 
expect these also to be dismissed." Page 156. Now 
this is reducing this "deft machine" very consider- 
ably. And his principal reason seems to be: "I 
know of no ends to be served in the immortal life by 
any of these arrangements." Page 156. Well, per- 
haps, this may be a suflScient reason for their dismissal. 
Why does he not simply dismiss Sirius and Polaris, 
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and blot out the "Milky Way'* — he cannot see any 
use for them ? What does his knowledge of the end 
to be served have to do with this question any way ? 
Our present knowledge is limited by revelation, and 
can only become a matter of experience when we are 
there. YouVill notice that on this same page he 
begins to worry about the "ability to travel with great 
velocity among remote worlds/' Now is this any 
argument against the resurrection of the human 
body ? He need not worry about the process. He 
may not see the how of it just now, neither can he now 
see the process of how he thinks himself away to 
Orion in a breath. The process may be a practical 
fact when the necessity is, upon him. 

If the author of "Beyond the Grave" were as 
anxious to find a method of travel for a human body 
in the future, as he is to impress you that it is not 
there, I am quite confident that he would imagine 
that the nucleus of a comet is the "headlight" of 
some celestial engine, transporting celestial passengei^s 
from the Southern Cross to Ui*sa Major, via Pleiades. 
There is just about as much argument in this worry, 
as there would have been in Adam's worrying himself 
as to how his posterity would ever cross the Euphrates. 
Does it relieve the question of locomotion to suppose 
that man is spirit only ? It is very difficult to prove 
that spirit has any power of locomotion whatever. It 
is true that by common consent, we somehow admit 
that spirit is capable of motion about jis rapidly as 
that of thought; but where is the argument to that 
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effect? As to the "marvelous change as to the struct- 
ure and tissue of the organism '' in the resurrection 
state, no one objects. Such a change is more than 
implied in the thought, and taught very clearly in 
the Bible. It is but due you that I give you a lengthy 
quotation from page 157, showing that the resurrec- 
tion which the author is seeking, is not what might 
result from the facts in the case, but a resurrection 
which might meet the conditions of the theory he 
wishes to establish. "If it were a resurrection to a 
state similar to this, a mere return to the old condi- 
tions, except that sin and death and evils connected 
therewith were left out, then resurrection would mean 
one thing; if, on the contrary, it is resurrection to 
life under entirely different conditions, emergence into 
totally dissimilar kinds of good, wants, activities, then 
resurrection would — must — ^mean an entirely different 
thing. In the former case, we should expect the restora- 
tion of the old body, or a better one essentially like 
it ; in the latter, we expect resurrection to give us an 
essentially new outfit." 

Now you will please observe that he has got a 
heaven or the other place fitted up to which he must 
resurrect a body, if body at all. We have been 
taught to expect the resurrection of the man from the 
the dead. Never mind whether he may walk or fly ; 
we are studying the resurrection from^ not to any 
particular place. 

He is fitting, or can fit, the place to the creature 
redeemed — soul and body — from sin. He raises the 
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question, pages, 157 and 158: ''Whether resurrection 
is predicated of the body or of the person ? Ordinarily, 
it is understood of the body, but it is a noticeable fact 
that the body is not once directly mentioned in the 
Scripture as the subject;'' though there fire passages 
which unmistakably point to the body, as "Who shall 
change these vile bodies, and fashion them like unto 
His glorious body/' We have no objection to the 
thought that resurrection is predicated of the person^ 
but that the person includes the body, is evident from 
the whole teaching of the Book. But I think you 
will see that it is forcing a conclusion from the Script- 
ures to compel them to teach as follows, page 158 : 
" Or more properly still, the resurrection of the per- 
son who has passed out of the body of flesh and blood, 
and who is, therefore, separated from this life, and is 
hence said to be dead." Now is it just, or scholarly, 
immediately under the quotation mentioned — "Who 
shall change these vile bodies, and fashion them like 
unto His glorious body " — to foist upon you a doctrine 
directly opposite? Where does the Bible say any- 
thing about raising a dead person who has "passed 
out of the body of flesh and blood * * * 
and is hence said to be dead?" 

This thought belongs unqualifiedly to the "New 
Church," and not to the Methodist Church. You will 
find this thought fully set forth in "Man as a Spirit- 
ual Being," page 84. "The more critically and ex- 
haustively all the passages relating to this subject are 
examined, however, the more fully they will be found 
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to confirm the doctrine, that the resurrection itself 
consists essentially in the withdrawal of the man him- 
self from the material body, and raising him up in the 
spiritual world." These are the teachings of the 
'*New Jerusalem Church." Of this statement or 
thought, the author of "Beyond the Grave" very 
complacently, says: "This view, we do not doubt, is 
in the main in the direction of the truth, but, neither 
can we doubt that it is imperfect, and in some parts, 
false." Page 158. Is not this a pretty full endorse- 
ment of Swedenborg? I confess it is a little taxing 
to follow this author in his determined effort to degrade 
the human body, and forever obliterate it as such. 

Notice again, pages 158 and 159: "A man's body 
in the earthly state, is a gross organism of flesh and 
blood, arrranged in the interest of the soul, into a 
deft sensorium; arranged in its own interest, as a 
machine for labor, with instruments for carrying on 
mechanic arts, husbandry, fine arts, and a host of 
other things, such as digestion and assimilation of 
food, and propagation of its kind," all of which 
should be predicated of man as such, and not of one 
of his factors, through any "deft sensorium," or 
" definite quantity of oxygen and other gases." And 
this conclusion is constantly forced upon you without 
one single text from the Bible which bears directly 
upon the subject. 

But here the author appears again with his favorite 
pony upon which he rides out of every difficulty — I 
think you will recognize the personality of this animal 
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though his particles may have changed several times 
during his score of arrivals and departures during the 
course of these three lectures! *'In the course of an 
ordinary life-time this body is, in fact, as to its discrete 
particles many times entirely removed, and its place 
supplied by another.*' Page 159. You will soon be 
able to pass a creditable examination on the assumed 
physiological fact that all growing bodies change in 
form and atoms. If you cannot repeat it now, do not 
worry, you will have your attention called to it again. 
But please bear in mind that it is personal not atomic 
identity which we are seeking, and it does not matter 
as to the particles of which the body is, or has been 
composed, but the man as he is. You might as con- 
sistently doubt the identity of spirit, because you can- 
not find the sifting sunbeam which opened its vision, 
or the drifting wavelet which taught it melody. You 
must not be misled ; it is not these atoms which may 
enter into the aggregate, but the person as such, which 
we are identifying, and not his factors. Is the follow- 
ing statement true or false ? " Of the particular body 
that happens to be tenanted at death, the general 
opinion is that it will be restored in the resurrection 
in whole or in part, indeed, that its rebuilding is the 
resurrection which the Saviour teaches. Why these 
particular particles should be gathered and not the 
others, is a a question it might be difficult to answer." 
Now I take the liberty of saying that the above is not 
the teaching of the Methodist Church, and is danger- 
ous and misleading. The Methodist Church will abide 
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by the thought that though the body may be '* sown 
in weakness,'* — "in corruption/' it shall be "raised 
in power," — "in incorruption." 

This is the thought of the Church: "Who shall 
change these vile bodies and fashion them like unto 
His glorious body," whether it be of particles No. 1 
or No. 10. Fearing you might forget the physiological 
fact assumed, he brings it to your remembrance again 
on page 161. " If it should be atom by atom, as in 
fact it does daily, it would not go into mourning." 
Here he has found his spirit-man, but no part of a man 
in what the Lord God created or "made from the dust 
of the ground" and called "man." But here is 
rather a startling statement (page 162): "The second 
assumption, that the resurrection of Christ is the 
pattern of our resurrection, is wholly without founda- 
tion, and is certainly not true. It differs in its end, 
in its circumstances, its manner, and, in fact, in all its 
characteristics, and is in no sense a pattern." Now I 
confess that I do not know just what will be the 
"manner," nor "circumstances, nor "characteristics" 
of the human resurrection, but I am still inclined to 
believe that He became the "first fruit of them that 
slept; " and I am still inclined to think that His body 
which He brought back from the grave was, to say the 
least, the pattern after which He will "fashion our 
vile bodies." This body of Christ, with which He 
came from the tomb that morning, may not as yet 
have been glorified in all that word implies, but that it 
was the identical body with which He ascended from 
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Olivet, there is not a doubt. This is true, or there 
certainly was a fraud practiced upon the Apostles, or 
they have practiced a gross fraud upon us. 

There is not an intimation in the whole history of 
the event which would cast a shadow upoti this estab- 
lished fact. That He took food after His resurrection 
does not imply the craving of "His machine" to sup- 
ply the "changing particles," but a method by which 
His disciples might the more fully identify Him. Just 
here (page 162) he refers to the raising of the young 
man of "Nain" and of Lazarus, and says of them: 
"They were each in their order sublime miracles, 
which demonstrated the power of Christ over death, 
but neither of them was putting on immortality, and 
had none of the marks of the resurrection, as it is to 
be of the saints." The point to which I wish to call 
your attention just here is the fact of physical death. 
You will remember that we have been taught in this 
lecture that animal death, whether of the lower or 
higher classes, is in no way the direct or indirect 
result of sin. I have no tenacity upon this question 
except as it relates to man. Of him the assumption 
is not fully warranted. If these miracles were simply 
to show His power over one of the natural results of 
life. He might have practiced, with less expense, upon 
the ox or the ass. This, evidently, was not the limit 
of His meaning. There is more force in the words 
"and the last enemy that shall be destroyed is death" 
than is implied in the teachings of this author. In 
some way human death has more meaning than the 
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fading of a leaf, the lapse of a moUusk or the dying 
of an ox. But you must not overlook another state- 
ment on page 163: "The fact, then, that the return 
to life in the body that was crucified and buried, and 
the fact that others were restored in their natural 
bodies, cannot be taken as proof that we are to be 
raised. There is proof positive that we will not, as 
we shall show further on." I call your attention to 
this that you may the more fully see how determined 
the author of "Beyond the Grave" is to ignore the 
body, even the body of Christ. The atonement 
has no significance here, if what this author states be 
true. 

But we must not leave this page just yet. I hesi- 
tate to call your attention to a fact which appears just 
here, yet it is due to the Bible, to truth. The author 
of "Beyond the Grave" is evidently careless in his 
study of the Bible upon this question. He probably 
has a theory which he could build far more satis- 
factorily if there were no such book as the Bible. 
The resurrection of Christ has meaning. If others 
raised from the grave in the sense of a resurrection 
from the dead before He did, then His resurrection, to 
use a mild term, has less meaning in it. 

From the teaching here on page 163, such is the fact, 
some of the saints got ahead of Christ — the first fruit 
— in getting out of the graves. " It is possible that 
they who appeared at the crucifixion were in the resur- 
rection state, and that Moses and Elias were in the 
resurrection state, wearing their immortal bodies." 
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You will see by the carelessness of this reference to 
those saints who rose from their graves, that he places 
no valiie on the resurrection of the body of Christ. 
But the Bible does not teach that there were any res- 
urrected persons at the crucifixion, but leaves him to 
first break the gates of the grave, and lead captivity 
captive, and become the " first fruits of them that 
slept.'* 

Here is the fact as given by Matthew : " Jesus, when 
he had cried again with a loud voice, yielded up the 
ghost. And behold the vail of the temple was rent 
in twain from the tpp to the bottom ; and the earth did 
quake, and the rocks rent ; and the graves were opened, 
and many bodies of the saints which slept, arose, and 
came out of the graves after His resurrection^ and 
went into the holy city, and appeared unto many.'* — 
Matt, xxvii : 50, 51, 52, 53. Do you notice how care- 
fully this narrative is guarded: "And many bodies of 
the saints which slept, arose, and came out of the 
graves after His resurredtion.'* Not at the crucifixion, 
but after His resurrection. There is meaning, glorious 
meaning in the death and resurrection of Christ. 
What became of those saints who came from the graves 
that morning, we leave with Him who broke the seal 
of death. It is barely possible that they gathered up 
their "definite quantity of oxygen and other gases" 
and went back into their graves again, so as not to 
confuse the plan of resurrection of Emanuel Sweden- 
borg, and the author of "Beyond the Grave." You 
will find a labored argument on pages 164 and 165, 
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to show that the resurrection of Christ had no signifi- 
cance, except to show His power over death. And 
certainly, if death is only a natural incident to man, 
and in no way related to him as man, there is little 
meaning in the death of Christ. You will see on page 
165, that he attempts to make (Jhrist say that His res- 
urrection from the grave meant nothing. " On one oc- 
casion, in fact. He in efiect declares that He had not 
entered the resurrection state — He had not yet put ofi" 
the earthly and put on the heavenly. He still stood 
in the flesh, and lived a natural life among men." 
Where does He say He had not entered the resurrec- 
tion state? Does the fact that He said, "I have not 
yet ascended to your Father, and to my Father," indi- 
cate that He, the Son of Man was not yet in His res- 
urrection state? This author makes no distinction 
between a resurrection and a glorified body. No one 
will probably dispute that the body of Christ was 
glorified on Olivet. There is not a word of testimony 
against the commonly received thought that the body 
which Stephen saw standing at the "right-hand of 
God," was the identical body which He brought back 
from the grave. He, the author of "Beyond the 
Grave," spends some efibrt to blend in one, without 
distinction, the resurrection and glorified body. It 
may be possible that the body which Christ brought back 
from the grave, may bear no traces of the body which 
may constitute our resurrection body, but evidently the 
disciples did not so understand the matter. But there 
is no mistaking the conclusion which is set forth here, 
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page 166: ^'We shall be changed, not like unto the 
body of post-resurrection history, while He yet tarried 
among us, but like unto the body he received amidst 
the splendors of the Olivet scene, when the earthly 
was exchanged for the heavenly/' 

Is there any evidence whatever, that the resurrec- 
tion of Christ occurred on Olivet? We venture to say 
there is not a shadow of this teaching in the Bible. 
Whatever glorious change, which evidently took place 
there, is not represented as the resurrection of Christ. 
He states on this page, the three principal theories of 
the resurrection. First, The future resurrection of 
the precise body laid in the grave. Second, The 
germ theory of resurrection of the body. And third,- 
"A resurrection or emergence at the time of death of 
a spiritual body." — The theory as taught by the ^'New 
Jerusalem Church,*' and endorsed by the author of 
"Beyond the Grave." Let me give you in fiill some 
passages of Scripture which he names, but does not 
quote, and then his conclusion therefrom : Isaiah 
XX vi : 19 — " Thy dead men shall live, together with my 
dead body shall they arise. Awake, and sing ye that 
dwell in dust ; for thy dew is as the dew of herbs, and 
the earth shall cast out the dead." Dan. xii: 2. — 
"And many of them that sleep in the dust of the 
earth shall awake. Some to everlasting life, and some 
to everlasting contempt." John v: 28, 29. — "Marvel 
not at this, for the hour is coming, in the which all 
that are in their graves, shall hear His voice: and 
shall come forth ; they that have done good, unto the 
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resurrection of life : and they that have done evil, unto 
the resurrection of damnation.'' John xi: 28, 24 — 
"Jesus saith unto her: Thy brother shall rise again. 
Martha saith unto Him: I know that he shall rise 
again in the resurrection at the last day." Acts iv: 
2. — "Being grieved that they taught the people, and 
preached through Jesus the resurrection from the 
dead." Acts xxiv: 15. — "And have hope toward 
God, which they themselves also allow, that there shall 
be a resurrection of the dead, both of the just and 
unjust." 1 Cor. xv*: 42. — " So also is the resurrection 
of the dead. It is sown in corruption, it is raised in 
incorruption." 1 Thess. iv: 16. — "For the Lord him- 
self shall descend from heaven with a shout, with the 
voice of the archangel, and with the trump of God : 
and the dead in Christ shall rise first." These pas- 
sages are referred to under the thought " Which teaches 
a resurrection at some remote future, of the precise 
body laid in the grave." And here is his preface to 
the passages of Scripture just referred to. " That the 
first theory is false, so far forth as it teaches a literal 
resurrection of the precise substance of the body that 
dies. I cannot doubt, though, there are passages which 
seem to teach it." And he follows his reference to 
Scripture with this conclusion: "That all the dead do 
there appear in bodies, I find it impossible to doubt ; 
but that they are substantially the bodies in which 
they once lived on the earth, I cannot for one moment 
believe." 

Now what diflFerence does his unbelief, or mine, make 
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in a question which neither of us can comprehend? 
Are we, or are we not, to accept a revelation on a 
question upon which science or religion gives little or 
no light? Because involved in mystery is no evidence 
of its truthfulness or untruthfulness. If so, then the 
conic sections is a system of errors, because not 
comprehended by childhood and the masses. 

The perniciousness of the teachings of "Beyond the 
Grave" do not lie so much in what is actually declared 
as in the unsettling of the grasp of the common reader 
upon the Bible. Is the Bible the Word of God ? Is it 
to be believed as such ? Or is it to be sifted out, and 
only such parts retained as may teach facts which may 
be verified by our experience or categories? Why con- 
fiise as to what the Bible does teach ? If the Bible does 
teach a resurrection of the dead, if those who caught 
words from the lips of Christ, both before and after 
His resurrection, understood that He referred to the 
resurrection of the body, why then call this "some 
kind of new departure of the race called a resurrec- 
tion?" Page 168. Again the author seems so anx- 
ious not to tax the Divine energy, he says : "It taxes 
faith for a bootless object. It supposes infinite trouble 
for no adequate end. There is no reason why the 
particular particles that happened to be in the body a 
thousand years ago should be extracted from other 
particles to make a resurrection body of." Let him 
contend against the "identical particle*' system if he 
chooses, but leave the resurrection of the identical 
man alone. But you will observe that he constantly 
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divorces the body from the soul, which divorce is not 
taught in the Bible ; if so, this author does not make 
it appear. You may notice that he predicates his 
theory of the resurrection of the dead largely of his 
doubt as to what the Bible teaches. He strengthens 
his system by the quotation of those beautiful pas- 
sages: "That which thou so west is not that body that 
shall be; *' " So, also, is the resurrection of the dead; " 
" There is a natural body and there is a spiritual body ; " 
''As we have borne the image of the earthy, we shall also 
bear the image of the heavenly; '* "Flesh and blood 
cannot inherit the kingdom of God." Page 171. 
I have given you these passages just as he arranged 
them. Now the figure is true, we do not get the same 
corn of wheat which we sow. But it is also true that 
we get wheat, the identical wheat, as to class and 
order which we sow. Let the resurrection of the 
dead produce the identical man — please do not put 
asunder what God has joined together. The change 
is implied by the bearing the "image of the- earthy '' 
and "image of the heavenly," are all admissible in 
the grand old resurrection doctrine as taught by the 
Bible. Neither does the identity and personality of 
the man demand flesh and blood in heaven. Do 
the changes incident to life destroy personality or 
identity ? Am I, or am I not, the same being as to 
department, class and order that I was when my 
mother gave me birth ? Genus, class and order never 
change however great the metamorphoses which are 
incident to it. 
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And there is a strange fact noticeable in the crea- 
tures of lower classes that we do well to observe. 
Whatever changes may be required to complete the 
animal, it carries the elements of its former self 
through one stage into another until it is completed, 
even though it require eight generations to complete 
its being. If the Bible teaches the resurrection of 
man from the dead, let him retain his identity no mat- 
ter how striking the change or how lengthy the period 
to complete it. But again to the thought of the 
author, pages 172 and 173, touching the thought 
"With what body do they come ? " He quotes freely 
here from Paul's saying: "There is one flesh of man, 
another of fishes, and another of birds. There are 
also bodies celestial, and bodies terrestrial,'' etc. 
Drawing his conclusions he says : " The substance of 
this part of the answer is, that as in the springing of 
its seed the product is not of the precise substance 
that dies, but is an evolution from it ; so is the body 
of the resurrection." But is it not evident that the 
Apostle really means to teach the personality of the 
man as he was, though he be raised from the dead. 
The change which that wheat undergoes does not 
destroy its identity, or personality, if you will allow 
the use of the term. He resolves the inquiry of the 
objector into two questions : "What substance is that 
of which the new body is composed?" and "What 
will be its fashion?" To both these questions the 
answer is made: "First, it is not the substance of the 
body that was, this is explicit; it is not a reproduction 
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of the old body." This fact seems to suggest to 
the writer the fecundity of the Divine resources and 
gives rise to the beautiful illustration : "But God giv- 
eth it a body as it hath pleased Him, and to every 
seed its own body/* Now is not the true meaning of 
the Apostle here, that while there are three leading 
classes of flesh, or bodies ; and while there is one glory 
of the sun, another glory of the moon, another of 
the stars, but after all, God giveth it a body as it hath 
pleased Him, and to every seed its own body. As 
certainly as wheat produces wheat, so certainly shall 
the human body be reproduced. Though there be 
glories incident to all bodies, yet every body shall 
have its own glory. Then follows, with a glimpse of 
the glory which shall be the lot of the human body : 
"It is sown in corruption, it is raised in incorruption ; 
it is sown in dishonor, it is raised in glory ; it is sown 
in weakness, it is raised in power ; it is sown a nat- 
ural body, it is raised a spiritual body." You will 
notice that whatever change takes place it is it which 
is constantly changed. The Apostle evidently thought 
he was talking about the human body that was to 
undergo all these changes. In no instance does he 
talk about a new body which is to take form at death 
or a little afterwards ; that this "deft machine** was 
to be laid away to decay, but it — the body, shall rise. 
Let me call your attention to what seems to be the 
danger-line of this book, in its general teachings. The 
atonement, to the author of "Beyond the Grave,** 
seems to be of little value. He quotes freely on pages 
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174 and 175, those beautiful passages from Paul to the 
Corinthians : " The first man, Adam, was made a liv- 
ing soul ; the last Adam was made a quickening spirit. 
Howbeit, that was not first which is spiritual, but that 
which is natural ; and afterwards that which is spiritual. 
The first man is of the earth, earthy ; the second man is 
the Lord from heaven.'' He follows this Scripture 
to its close where Paul says: "This mortal must put 
on immortality,'' and from the argument of the 
Apostle he draws the following conclusion : "Having 
asserted the principles of resemblance, he states the 
order. ' Howbeit, that was not first which was spirit- 
ual, but that which is natural; and afterwards, that 
which is spiritual.' The order is one of progression 
from inferior to superior conditions. We begin in the 
earthy, with the image of the earthy, we come to the 
image and estate of the heavenly ; and we are reminded 
that the image of the earthy cannot carry over into 
the heavenly." Please notice the unfairness here — 
evidently for the purpose of keeping his distinction in 
your mind that the body is no part of the man — the 
Apostle does not teach that "we begin in the earthy, 
with the image of the earthy." But he does say : 
" The first man is of the earth, earthy ; the second 
man is the Lord from heaven." If the Apostle had 
thought it true that we moved into a "deft machine " 
for a time, with the image of this " definite quantity 
of oxygen and other gases," he could have said so. 
But the Apostle evidently thought that he was talking 
of a man who should undergo these wonderful changes, 
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and I can but wonder if he were really mistaken, and 
the author of "Beyond the Grave" is correct? Is 
not this the danger-line in this beautifully written book ? 
It removes the "land-marks of the fathers,'* without 
establishing other lines for our guidance. I am inclined 
to think that the Apostle never taught that we are ab- 
solutely separate and complete in our being from the 
human body, but that we — the man — must be changed. 
What but this did he mean when he said, " For this cor- 
ruptible must put on incorruption, and this mortal must 
put on immortality? '' Is there anything mortal about 
man which must put on immortality unless it be the 
body ? But please notice more closely the conclusion : 
" The order is one of progressions from inferior to 
superior conditions ; we begin in the earthy, with the 
image of the earthy, we come to the image and estate 
of the heavenlv.'' Does the death of Christ mean 
anything to this man ? If this is the natural order of 
growth, or progression, where does the death or resur- 
rection of Christ affect the condition. But what does 
he mean? Suppose we did move into, or "begin in 
the earthy, with the image of the earthy," what impres- 
sion did, or could this earthy man — this " body idiotic 
and beastly " have made on this spirit-man, which is 
so damaging. I confess I am still inclined to think 
that the Apostle meant to teach the conditions of the 
man without and with the atonement, having reference 
both to life before and after death ; but more particularly 
the contrast in the condition of mortal and immortal 
man. 
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It is not policy to be captious on questions of which 
either of us know so little. But it does seem advisable 
that on questions of which we must depend upon Rev- 
elation for evidence, we cannot, must not, ignore the 
teachings of the Bible. It may not be possible to de- 
termine even from the Bible the precise quality of the 
resurrection body, but wherein it does speak explicitly 
we do well to heed. An' effort to make a case, distin- 
guishing man from his body, and utterly ignoring the 
one, may be seen in the first summary of the New 
Testament teaching, page 176: "Resurrection is a 
predicate of those who, rather than that which dies; 
all the dead shall be raised into life again." Now 
what is this: "those who, rather than that which 
dies," if death from which we are, in the future, 
to be raised, is predicated of something in us, or of us, 
which is not of the body ? If so, what is it which is 
dead when the body goes to the grave, of which a 
resurrection is predicated ? It does seem that Revelation 
is grossly at fault in its teachings, or this body is some 
part of me as a man, and is to have some part in the 
resurrection. If not, what did the Apostle mean when 
he fixed the object of this change so definitely to be in 
the body : " Who shall change this vile body ? " Now, 
did he, or did he not, know what he was saying ? Did 
he at any time, or place, reconsider this statement, 
and correct it so as to locate this change anywhere 
else? If not, can we with safety ignore its especialty 
upon a subject of which we must depend wholly upon 
Revelation for information. Who ignores Revelation, 
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may speculate as he will, but who accepts its teaching 
must abide by its dictation. But you will notice that 
the Apostle not only locates the change in the body, 
but he describes the character or quality of the change 
with the utmost care, and in the most extravagant 
terms. "And shall fashion it like unto His glorious 
body." Whatever he means we may not determine — 
unless we accept what he says, as what he meant. But 
he certainly says that " this vile body shall be changed," 
and become "like unto His glorious body." Who but 
one who had a theory to establish with, or without^ 
Revelation, would for one moment t-uppose any other 
fact, but that the resurrection body will be constructed 
in some way from this mortal body. 

Please notice how the author follows some of the 
Scriptures, page 178, by an ingenious setting of his 
word to lead you to his pet idea that the body raised 
has no relation to the body put into the grave. "The 
new one for which the old one is changed, need carry 
up no substance of the old, even as our present body 
carries up nothing of our body that was twenty years 
ago." Now the Bible makes no statement about an 
exchange of bodies — "for which the old one is 
changed " — but a change to^ or from corruption to 
"incorruption." 

Please notice again, page 179, the straining of the 
text to carry his conclusion: "'It is raised in incor- 
ruption.' Some make much account of the relation 
in this comparison. Not another body, we are told, 
but it^ the same body. The grammatical construction 



9(3 REVIEW OP 

would seem to imply this ; but is it certain that it was 
the meaning in the writer's mind ? We doubt. The 
contrast is between the body a man has before death, 
and the body he has after death. It, the body he has 
before death, is corruptible. It, the body he has after 
death, is incorrupible ; they are not the same, but dif- 
ferent. — *It is raised in incorruption."' Now who 
would ever have thought of such a construction of this 
passage, if it had not been largely in the way of his 
theory? If the body which succeeds the resurrection 
has no relation to that which precedes it, why is this 
constant impression kept up — raised from the dead ? 
If the teachings of the author of " Beyond the Grave '* 
are correct, there certainly is no resurrection. That 
body which succeeds death is simply a creation to take 
the place of the body — "machine" with a "stomach 
to digest its food," which the "epirit-man" outgrew 
and "retired" at death. The body which this "spirit- 
man" takes on "at, or near death" has never been 
dead. It never had a being demanded by this "spirit- 
man" which had worn out one "machine" and was 
looking for another. That may, or may not be a fact, 
that " The body of the resurrection life has no such 
tendency to disorganization." It is no argument that 
it may not have been an organized body in its pre- 
resurrection state. Nor does it follow that " No or- 
ganism constituted by the union of earthly elements 
can have this quality," for in such assumption we 
transcend the indications of science, and the teaching 
of the Bible. You will appreciate the confusion in 
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which the author places himself, more fully, by a 
lengthy quotation from pages 179 and 180. 

"^Itis sown in dishonor.* There is probable ref- 
erence to its low uses. It is equivalent to the state- 
ment: This body which we now have, while serving 
its ends well, and therefore not to be despised, is, never- 
theless, a body subject to base and degrading uses; the 
seat of merely low animal passions, and lusts, and 
necessities, and often the vile incitant to and instru- 
ment of sin. 

"'It is raised in glory.' The body that shall be 
shall have none of these elements of degradation, and 
badges of shame, but will be glorious in its oflSces, in 
its incitants, in its appointments ; purged and purified 
from all that is low and vile, it shall take on honor 
and glory.** Now what does he mean by the last part 
of this paragraph? What is it that is "purged and 
purified * * * and takes on honor and 
glory?** If it is a new formation — creation — for the 
occasion, is there any force or meaning in this 'ipurged 
and purified?** If it refers to the old body, the visi- 
ble part of the *man which undergoes a wonderful 
change, then the expression is in harmony with the 
Bible, and may be accepted as the doctrine of the 
Methodist Church. 

Let me ask your .attention to another thought which 
culminates on page 180. It has hardly been possi- 
ble for the author of "Beyond the Grave" to say too 
many or too mean things about the human body. 
" The body that now is is inherently weak — insuflScient ; 
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it is so constructed that its sphere is contracted, and 
its energy evanescent; it is too weak for many uses, 
and can only be used intermittently about the things 
to which it is adapted, and this is of its very nature; 
it is contrived only to do small Service, and placed in 
an economy where it would rest a large part of the. 
time." 

While these may all be facts of themselves, the 
danger lies in the doctrine they are made to indicate. 
A question will suggest itself here: Who made this 
body? If its death tendency is the result of sin, then 
the atonement must be involved in its restoration. If 
this be a fact, then this body must rise again; but if 
this body, with all its "mean," *'low," "beastly" 
qualities, is just as it was designed by the Creator, 
then I suggest that the author of " Beyond the Grave " 
call an indignation meeting, and see if he cannot get 
a vote of censure passed for the production of such a 
body. Is it not a little absurd to charge back upon 
the Creator such a tirade of abuse for making such a 
body as is constantly referred to in these lectures? 
You will observe that not one good thing is said in this 
entire course of lectures referring to this body. You 
would suppose that some idiot and devil were in league 
to construct a "body idiotic and beastly," with which 
to burden a poor, innocent spirit. Yet it is necessary 
that this "spirit-man" shall have "railroads" and 
"telegraphs," so it must have a body with "hands" 
and "feet," and a "stomach; " and so this "machine" 
and "spirit-man" change works a little. This "deft 
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machine" with a "stomach" must have "corn," 
"wheat," and "beef." So the "spirit-man" drives 
this "machine" around, and makes "corn and beef" 
for a while, and then he drives it round to make "rail- 
roads" and "telegraphs." Of course he does not 
need any "corn" and beef, for he has no "stomach" 
to "digest" it with; but he does need a "railroad" 
and "telegraph." 

If all this nonsense is true, why have we not some 
information to this effect from a reliable source? I 
am inclined still to think that it takes 8oul and body 
to make a man. What if the resurrection of this body 
do involve ncjysteries; that does not make against its 
truth. The breathing of this man even now involves 
a mystery ; yet that mystery is no argument against 
the fact that he breathes. And you must not overlook 
another lesson taught by these lectures "Beyond the 
Grave." There is not an impulse or passion of the 
human body, which is not trailed in filth by this author. 
Is it true that every human impulse or passion which has 
its seat in the body, is " mean," vile, " brutal " and devil- 
ish? Now who made this body, with all its sympa- 
thies, impulses and passions? And is it not true that 
all the animal passions incident to the human body, 
are the keenest and strongest in the most perfect body ? 
Does it not follow, then, that the nearer you get back 
to the original pattern of this "deft machine" — "body 
idiotic and beastly" — the more perfect are all its 
parts and passions. Sin does not lie in the existence 
of any passions which find their seat in the animal 
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part of man, but in the use to which this "spirit-man " 
in its augustness dictates them. If this part of hu- 
manity is such a bundle of meanness, then, I second 
a vote of censure upon Him who originated and de- 
veloped the model. You would really suppose, from 
the teaching of this author, that the "fag-ends'* of 
creation had been stewed down to make a body with 
which to encumber this "spirit-man." When in fact, 
the teachings of the Book are, that the "Lord God" 
pronounced the specimen good throughout. There is 
not a doubt but that the finest specimen of workman- 
ship the universe has ever witnessed, is involved in 
this creature — man ; and the charges to the contrary 
are unwarrantable and mean. 

Human passions are not vile, vulgar, and mean, 
only as they are rendered so by sin, and sin has not 
its origin in the body ; and this body cannot be an 
incumbrance to the spirit, except, in so far as it has 
been deranged by sin; and, in just so far as it has 
suffered from such derangement, it must be restored 
by the atonement, or He did not come into the world 
to destroy the works of the devil. 

No better combination could have constructed man, 
else Wisdom had employed the better plan. And there 
is no indication in the Text-book — the Bible — that 
man — a spirit — moved into this child-body, simply as 
a necessity by which it — the spirit — might become 
acquainted with things in general ; and that it pur- 
poses to move out again after a little. But it does 
teach, that both what you see, and what you do not 
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see of this creature before you, is man ; neither factor 
of which can be wanting, and the creature be complete. 
To detract from the dignity of either factor, except 
as sin has blighted, is to take away from the teachings 
of His Word. And in so far as sin has blighted either, 
provision must be made for its recovery, or the atone- 
ment is not complete. He who pronounced the man 
whom He had made goody did not pass His opinion 
upon a "definite quantity of oxygen and other gases." 
In passing this thought, it is but fair to inquire if this 
body is so " utterly incompetent to serve the high de- 
mands of the spirit which it enshrines." Why did not 
the Creator, ^hile He had the matter in hand, make 
a body which' would answer the purpose in the highest 
possible sense ? The Bible, everywhere, indicates that 
He supposed He had made such a body. But in these 
latter days, Emanuel Swedenborg, and the author of 
"Beyond the Grave,'* have seemed to find out that 
this piece of work was a complete failure ; so much so 
that it cannot possibly have any part in any meta- 
morphosis which may be incident to the coming history 
of the creature. The changes which must characterize 
a resurrection body as in contrast with the present body, 
are most bea-utifully brought out on pages 181, 182, 
183. But the author seems so alarmed lest some 
change should take place in this body which should 
render it immortal, and all that is meant by a resur- 
rection body. You will notice his abhorrence, page 
182 : "If any imagine that they find comfort in the 
idea that the exact oxygen and other elements are 
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gathered up, a little reflection will suflSce to correct 
the delusion ! " Now, what objection can there possibly 
be to the "exact oxygen." Even that would not im- 
ply that there must be mortality or pollution. You 
cannot turn a page of chemistry but you are met with 
the fact that new compounds are constantly being 
formed which are wholly unlike either element of which 
they were composed. Yet these elements retain their 
identity though in another form. There is a wide 
difference in the appearance of the oxygen and hydro- 
gen as they exist in the form of gas and as they exist 
in a drop of dew — yet they are identical iii theirquality. 
There seems to be a wide difference between the smutty 
carbon as it blackens you at every touch in the char- 
coal, and in the sparkling dianiond — -yet we call it 
carbon — only carbon in either Casie. He enters (page 
182) his eternal protest agamst any piarticle of dust or 
blood which he ever carried. I confess that T have no 
objection to have Him make such changes in this body 
as He has indicated, to fit me as a man for my future 
life relations. If He can make a glittering diamond 
from a lump of dusty charcoal, I have not the slightest 
objection to His trying His hand on this body to fit 
it for new life relations beyond the grave. 
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Here, on page 188, the author opens up a line of 
thought throbbing in every pulse of being. Tender, 
pathetic and beautiftil, but showing at the outset a 
theory which he purposes to establish, or the bone and 
muscle of his lectures — "Beyond the Grave," are 
worse than failures. It is true, that we cannot out- 
grow those persistent, tender appeals: ''Are they 
gone forever ? " There is nothing to indicate that we 
ought to outgrow these queries of soul. These are 
prophecies of the future. These are measures of the 
soul to which it is certain to grow. Less than this, 
and its life here is a mockery. But what is it we hope 
to meet in the beyond? Much as we may be charmed 
with, or by a proposition in Euclid, we have no incli- 
nations to sigh for its presence. Much as a science 
may delight us, the soul is not ever restlessly whis- 
pering: " Shall we meet beyond the river? '* We are 
not sighing for intangible abstractions. We are not 
longing to meet an impalpable thought, somewhere in 
the "bye and bye.'* But are we expecting, hoping, 
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trembling on the brink of an uncertainty — ^yet a 
prophetic certainty — "Shall we meet again?" But 
what are we longing to meet again ? Were we left to 
our intuitions alone there would never a question in- 
trude but that we shall meet our friends as such. 
Next to this, and the only infallible guide is the Word 
of God. No "contentfiil answer" can possibly be 
found otherwheres. What is positively taught here in 
direct precept, is not more positive and strong than 
that which is implied from the general treatment of 
the entire question. 

A femily-hood is as evidently His design there, as 
is a brotherhood here. Nowhere so particularly ar- 
gued, but everywhere assumed as a general truth. 
Upon this truth, heaven and hell rest. Around this 
truth, the great superstructure of atonement clings. 
But to speculate as to the characteristics of that life, 
is as wild as to attempt to define the complexion of the 
inhabitants of Sirius. Of this, the Bible is silent. 
Only teaching a resurrection and re-union. In treating 
any subject of this kind, it is not fair to cast out any 
factor, because such elimination is demanded by a the- 
ory in hand. The head and heart are both concerned 
in this transaction. Neither can be disposed of, and 
the man remain intact. Nor has the head more au- 
thority in this discusssion than the affections. 

Reason may wander in the labyrinth of analogy 
and gather evidence from a million parallels, but the 
affections — a prophejjy of what it must be — takes hold 
of a great necessity, nor falters for a moment. It is 
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not the affections, but the head side which wonders if 
"we shall meet again." Nor is it just to traduce the 
affections because they are not the head ; nor to lessen 
their value because they may seem to take more of our 
brotherhood here. Nor is there anything in the Bible 
to indicate that any part of man, which the " Lord 
God *' made in Eden, shall finally rest this side of, or in 
the grave. To talk of the human affections as low, sen- 
sual and vile, is simply mean. Whatever entailment 
may have followed sin, it is only an accident of his 
being. It is as certain to be removed as is the atone- 
ment to be sought and applied. To say that domestic 
loves are only animal, and terminate with our present 
relations is to assert what the Bible does not teach. 
These affections are a part of me, the man, and there is 
no indication that they will ever cease. Because I 
cannot see how these things can be, it does not make 
against the fact. I cannot see how my life is carried 
forward into my child, nevertheless this problem is 
evolving constantly before me. Upon my possible 
life relation in the future I have no direct revelation 
nor experience, but this does not make against even 
my domestic relations there. I have no experience, 
and little direct revelation as to my immortality, 
yet this lack on my part is no evidence against the 
fact. But you must not be misled, it is a man, not 
simply a spirit which God is growing for the next 
sphere. And in no instance has he indicated that 
any part of this creature was a "deft machine" with 
a "stomach," nor a "definite quantity of oxygen and 
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other gases,'* but a man. Now it is this creature, 
man, as such, in his completeness which we are to 
meet and know in the beyond. 

The how he is to get there is no more our concern 
than how he came here. In either case there is a 
God behind the scene. If there is no meaning in the 
human affections, which strengthen with human purity, 
and if their increased tenacity as the hour of dying 
approaches has no language, then He who planted 
then^ in the heart is practicing a fraud upon his 
creatures. 

We do not argue that the family, as &uch, in all its 
factors, must and does exist in the beyond. But if 
there is nothing — absolutely nothing of this class of 
aflfections carried over into the future, does it not lessen 
the energy of the argument for heavenly recognition ? 
I confess, if there is nothing — simply nothing — in the 
affection I bear for my mother, which I may cherish 
even in heaven, which may not be due to Paul, or the 
Prince of Orange, the holier my life, and the nearer 
I approach the change, the more complete the delusion 
within me. 

To remember, pages 191 and 192, that this being, 
whether man or women, or neither, I am not certain, 
was once on a time my mother, will not meet the de- 
mand ; and to remember, too, that this being incum- 
bered me with a "body idiotic and beastly" for so 
many years, that is to say, when she — it — what is it 
— was my mother: — if that is all, excuse me from such 
a meeting. 
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The climax of the argument against all family rela- 
tions in the future is brought out by the author in the 
instance of the question which the Sadducees put to 
Christ: "Therefore in the resurrection whose wife 
shall she be of the seven, for they all had her ? Jesus 
answered and said unto them : Ye do err, not know- 
ing the Scriptures nor the power of God. For in the 
resurrection they neither marry nor are given in mar- 
riage, but are as the angels of God in heaven.*' The 
author of ''Beyond the Grave'' says the answer is 
unequivocal, and settles the question by divine author- 
ity. Page 191. It simply says that people do not 
marry and are not given in marriage there as they do 
and are here. But it does not argue that justice 
might not be justice there as here. However the 
principal thought gathers round the words "But are 
as the angels of God in heaven," with reference to 
marrying and giving in marriage. But how do the 
"angels of God" live, anyway? It is evident they 
do not struggle for the possession of a wife, as men 
might do here; but it does not follow that pure affec- 
tion has no responses even in heaven. Now it may 
be true that these peculiar relations do cease in the 
beyond, and it may not be true. Whatever changes 
may attend that future life, there is no reason why 
affection, filial and domestic, may not continue. Be- 
cause I cannot see how it may be possible to adjust 
such relations and make it heaven, does not make 
against such a truth any more than the feet that 
because I cannot understand the transition from the 
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larvae to the ant, the fly or the bee makes against such 
relations as follow. Blot out the family idea and you 
confiise — to use a mild term — the teachings of the 
Word. Though I have no conception of what it means, 
yet there is something in the expression, " There are 
three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the Word 
and the Holy Ghost.*' I rest no argument here, 
for all this is above human argument. There is some- 
thing in the gr^t thought of the " Father, Son and 
Holy Ghost.'* And while the noblest, purest lives 
drifting into the mist which divides this from that — 
lives which have been true to humanity and God, cling 
with increasing tenadty to the thought of femily life 
in heaven, there is a prophecy in it. 

"In all this statement I have italicized the word 
peculiar^ and for a reason. Conjugal love, and filial 
and parental love, in their highest purity, are God's 
blessed gifts to man in his earthly life ; but they are 
of the earth. There is a love that is celestial and 
without earthly alloy. The two aflections grow often 
together. When we say that the peculiar love does 
not carry over, we do not mean that thfere is not a 
deeper and holier love uniting souls in the life beyond 
who were so related in this life." Page 193. Now 
what does he mean ? Is there any holier love existing 
between persons on this earth than that between hus- 
band and wife, father and child? If there is, then 
what is that purer affection which may possibly be 
carried over? Is there not an undue effort here to 
divide a man ? But this is the point the author of 
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"Beyond the Grave" must make, or his whole theory 
is a failure. And is not this the danger-line all 
through these lectures ? The Bible treats man as a 
unit, though composed of factors. But the existence 
of the man means the perpetuity of his factors. 
Finally wanting in any of these and he is wanting in 
his completeness. 

It is true the author says: "The imperfect earthly 
love will be transformed into the perfect heavenly. 
The relations will be sunk but the bond will be tight- 
ened.*' What does this expression mean but an effort 
to say something which will meet the demands of the 
human heart, and yet express nothing definite. It 
is true we do not know what will be the relation nor 
the experience of the race in the future, but it is evi- 
dent from the teachings of the Bible as a whole that 
neither the relation nor the experience shall so change 
as to destroy the identity. The essentiality of both 
must in some way be preserved intact. 

The argument in favor of recognition from memory 
is finely set (pages 194 and 196) : " There is no doubt 
but that a thing once impressed is impressed forever — 
we never forget. Dust may gather upon the pages 
already written, but when events shall brush it away, 
the characters will be legible as when first inscribed. 
This is the storehouse in which we put the product of 
our life work. It serves as a conservatory upon which 
to draw as our powers expand and we enter wider 
fields.'' 

But is it just broad enough to open the positive 
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argument for recognition upon the base laid down (page 
201) ? " That is, souls do meet ii^ the next world and 
recognize each other, as John, and Mary, known in the 
former state. This proposition differs from the former 
in this particular, it includes identification of persons, 
as well as personal memorj of relations to them, or 
knowledge of them, in a previous state. It involves 

• 

not only that souls will carry with them the recollection 
that they once knew, in a former state, certain persons 
by certain names ; but more, that this particular spirit 
now present was that very person called fother, this 
one, the person called son; that one, wife; there, 
friends of various degrees of intimacy, known at par- 
ticular times and places, and bear certain relations to 
our acts and affections." Do you notice how adroitly 
he uses the terms '^soul" and '* spirit*' at this point? 
If he refers to that relation which may — perhaps must 
— exist between death, and the resurrection, and gen- 
eral judgment, I have no objection to such limiting 
terms. But if he includes man as such let him use 
terms which may — must cover every factor of the crea- 
lure. But you will observe that all this author needs 
in his argument is a " spirit-man." But the Bible in 
its general teachings indicates the meeting of the man, 
or woman which involves all that the Creator called 
"man" and "woman" at creation. Whatever diflS- 
culties may arise from the side of human reason as 
against this process are not to be taken into the account. 
These diflSculties may or they may not be greater than 
those which are unsolved in the life of which I knjow a 
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little. Great, or little, from our standpoint, they are 
equally easy to Him. Then, you will please observe 
that it is men, and women, not simply souls — in com- 
mon parlance — which we are expecting to meet in the 
Beyond, 

Suppose you can see no necessity for such an organ- 
^ ization — no need for it in what may now seem to be 
the heavenly relation. That want of knowledge does 
not make against the argument. Of the metamor- 
phoses which are going on, or may take place, I know 
nothing ; nor does it matter ; it is the identity of this 
"ma^i" which we are expecting. The author of 
"Beyond the Grave*' seems to be looking for some 
"spirit-man" which has been, unfortunately, tangled 
up with some " definite quantity of oxygen and other 
gases" — a "deft machine" having a "stomach," — a 
"body idiotic and beastly." Would you blame his 
"spirit-man" for ordering a few grains of arsenious 
acid for the "stomach" of this "machine?" I should 
think this "spirit-man" would creep out of such a 
hovel into its resurrection body, which is waiting for 
it, and have a good time right away. But the Bible, 
and the instincts of man, indicate that / am going into 
eternity; that whatever entailment of evil may exist 
in this body part of me^ are as certain of removal by the 
power of God in the atonement, as any sinful entail- 
ment upon the spirit part of me. Suppose that animal 
death was in the world before the human advent, that 
does not involve the painful incident of death, or pain 
incident to life as it now exists. 
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In some way sin has had much to do with human 
condition, not only as a spirit, but as a body. This 
must be removed, or the atonement is a failure. Then 
you must bear in mind that so much of man, as has 
been injured by sin, must be restored by God in Christ, 
and become a part of him — man — in the future, or God 
is not God in this universe. In so far as death may 
have been a native inheritance, in just so far the atone- 
ment may not be involved. But whatever was deranged 
by sin directly, or more remotely, must, by the atone- 
ment, be restored. Hence we look for the man to be 
carried over into the future, with all his original identity. 
Not simply as a spirit, but spirit and body. If the 
Text-book — the Bible^ — teach to the contrary, we sub- 
mit. Hence I object to the use of those limiting terms : 
" The souls of the departed will exist in society; will 
meet in. the next state; by which I mean they will 
dwell in the same place where they will be together, 
and have intercourse." Now, if there is nothing of 
man but soul, or spirit, then such terms are admissible. 
If there is more, then they are too limiting in their 
meaning. While we do not offer a single objection to 
the thought of meeting in the next state, nor of social 
society there, we do not endorse the suggestion that 
the make-up of that society is impalpable spiritual 
entities. Yet this is the idea set forth in these lectures, 
man a "soul,'' a "spirit." See page 205. If the 
Creator had had any other thought than that man, 
as such, is to possess the future. He most certainly 
would have made some distinctions. 
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•You may notice on pages 209, 210 and 211, that 
while recognition is taught most beautifully, that there 
is a constant straining of effort to make something 
different in the future from what the man is here. 
Would it not be better to carry over all there is of 
man, as man, which has been restored from the ravages 
of sin, and let recognition come as a matter of neces- 
sity from previous knowledge? What though there 
are difficulties involved in such a change? It is not 
necessary for the finite creature to seek out an easy way 
for the Infinite to execute His work. Let me keep 
before you the faithfulness of this author to his pet 
thought, page 216 : "I must cease to be a man, and 
be clothed with some other order of life, before I could 
even consent to enter heaven, which is barren of the 
spirits who have been so dear to me on earth." Is it 
a mere spirit, or is it your friend complete, whom you 
expect to meet in the future? If it be the individu- 
ality you are looking after, why employ those limiting 
terms of "spirit" and "soul? " This "soul " thought 
of 4lie author is brought out in the conclusions on page 
217. If by the term "soul," in these conclusions, he 
means the person in all its completeness — it is well, 
if less than this^t is not well. As to how much of 
our present selves we may leave behind us, we may 
not just determine. It is pleasant to imagine absolute 
freedom from every embarrassment. Pleasant to fancy 
we may take on relationships which involve no strug- 
gle This may, or may not be true. Struggle to 
succeed may attend us even there, but it will be 
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success, and heaven and home' and friends, and God 
forever. There is not a doubt, but that activity of a 
finite creature will involve an effort anywhere. But 
this need not imply weariness or pain. Nor is there 
a doubt, but that heaven will take on very much of 
what we are here, sin and its entailments excepted. 
If not, then of what avail is all this discipline in this 
life. When sin shall have been wiped out, there will 
be something infinitely grand in the human make-up. 
And it is less diflicult to be believe that we shall be 
carried over in our completeness, than that any factor 
shall be left behind. 
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Here the quotation from Blakie is well taken, and 
serves a good purpose to indicate the indestructibility 
of matter. It is a little surprising that an author like 
Blakie, should use interchangeably the terms chemical 
combination with those of solutions and mixing of ele^ 
ments. It is well known that the solution of a sub- 
stance does not involve a chemical action in said sub- 
stance. That the dissolving of sugar in water makes 
no chemical change in the sugar; but the thought is 
a forcible one, indicating immortality or indestructi- 
bility of substances. But it might be well to keep in 
mind, that in either solution referred to in Note A, 
the identity of the precise matter is retained. The 
silver is as identical in the acids as in the coin. This 
is all we ask for the resurrection body. 

But, notice again the intensity of this author, to 
keep this bouI idea prominently before you. Page 241 : 
"We have the evidence from experience, that nothing 
is ever suifered to perish, only as systems, by a de- 
composition of their parts ; a being, which, like a soul, 
has no parts, can suifer no decomposition, and, there- 
fore, if it perish, it must perish by annihilation." 

Now, I have no objection to this argument in favor 
of human immortality — but to apply it to man in 
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his resurrection parts and conditions, is preposterous. 
It may, perhaps, be possible to have f&rm without 
parts, or composition ; but it is not probable that such 
is the human condition in the future life. 

If the author of "Beyond the Grave" mean that 
the soul or spirit has form in this body corresponding 
to the form of the body, why does he not give Emanuel 
Swedenborg the benefit of his official position at once 
and openly ? If this form — ^spirit-form — is to carry 
over and constitute the resurrection body, why not teach 
it directly ? It is patent to every student of the Bible 
that whatever may be the characteristics of the resurrec- 
tion state, that there is a something carried over which 
of itself is distinct in quality from what is termed the 
spirit, or in common parlance — soul. This you will 
find very clearly taught where the author refers to the 
general judgment, and if he had not a pet child to 
provide for, would never be called in question. With 
all due deference to the conclusion of this author, there 
is no evidence in the Bible or science which indicates 
that the human creature in the future has no organism. 
The main objection to this note, as well as to the 
lectures themselves, lies in the effort to treat man as a 
substance or something distinct from his factors. He 
is neither body nor spirit, but both. That he ever will 
be but one, or the other, or neither, the Bible mith not. 
There certainly can be no more objection to his carry- 
ing himself as such — ^body and spirit — over into the 
next world, than there is in the process of carrying the 
graphite over into the diamond. 
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In this note, what do you think ; is the author of 
"Beyond the Grave" after truth at any cost? Or 
does he purpose to establish his pet theory at any cost? 
Let us see. No language could be more clear than the 
author's is upon this point. "As to his organic life he 
was naturally mortal) and yet we accept the idea that 
had he not sinned he would not have died." Now 
grant that but for sin man would have continued to 
live involves all we ask. But in some way, because of 
sin, he did not continue to live. Now I submit the 
question that the atonement is not complete unless it 
restore man, at least, to that relation from which his 
body might possibly continue its existence. 

Hear him again on page 243: "The disorganizing 
tendency would not have been permitted to reach the 
catastrophe of life's overthrow and organic dissolution." 
Well, if this human organism did reach that "organic 
dissolution" in consequence of sin, the atonement in 
some way must repair this loss. Hence, we look for 
the resurrection of the human body. Let me give you 
the full benefit of his views on this question, and he 
must abide the result. On page 244, he says: "The 
* tree of life ' was a sacramental seal to the covenant of 
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life in which he stood, a perpetual and visible guarantee 
of life on definitive conditions. Sin was the proclaimed 
ground of annulling the covenant, which on its occur- 
rence, would simply remove from the guilty culprit the 
covenanted, supernatural protection, and leave him to 
lapse into death." 

I do not object to this method of stating the cause 
of human death, but the author of " Beyond the Grave *' 
must accept the legitimate conclusion from the premises. 
What I have stated before I repeat here, that whatever 
entailment man as such may have inherited, either in 
his physical or spiritual make-up, must he provided for 
in the atonement^ or, to use a mild term, it is defective. 
But He came to " destroy the works of the devil," hence 
we look for the resurrection of the body. Are not 
these conclusions the natural resultants of the premises 
laid down by this author? And, if so, is there any 
possibility of avoiding the resurrection of the body? 
No man as wise as the author of ''Beyond the Grave " 
would befog himself with his statements as he does, if 
he were not determined to provide for his ward even at 
the expense of truth. He speaks again, page 144, of 
meeting "certain contingency" and thus averting 
death, which he says is to " avert a natural catastrophe." 
Now if death were, or is so natural, why call it a 
" catastrophe ? " Is it a catastrophe for the leaf to die ? 
It is only a method of maturity. I am not at all cer- 
tain that all animal death is not the result of sin. Sin 
is pre-Adamite. Did not originate on our planet. 
But this has been without doubt one of its fruitful fields. 
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It is not easy to account for the seeming abnormal 
condition of animal life, especially in the "Reptilian 
Age," otherwise than to suppose it under the grip of 
sin. Such meaningless, huge malformations can hardly 
be the work of a wise experimenter. I wonder if there 
are not deep suggestions in the thought that the devil is 
the "Prince and the power of the air?" It may not 
be impossible that from the first eifort at creation upon 
this planet this "Prince and power of the air" may 
have interfered with the Divine processes of creation as 
successfully as he did in Eden. There is little doubt 
but that this earth has reared the most expensive colony 
of the universe, — here His Son was slain because of 
sin. But look again at the author's confusion in an 
eifort to make his point, page 244 : "In which He de- 
clared His purpose that the catastrophe foreshadowed 
by nature should in this case, for reasons, be averted." 
Now who is this Nature against whom this Creator is 
contending? Is it possible that He who is the author 
of an economy of which death is a wise and "natural " 
provision, is now trying "in this case, for reasons," to 
avert? What a pity this Creator did not know enough 
in the start to have avoided this coming "catastrophe." 
You will pardon the seeming irreverence here, but the 
sophistry and eiforts of the author of "Beyond the 
Grave," to do away with human death as a resultant 
of sin, and the atonement in so far as it might touch 
the body, are just simply ridiculous. Just here, page 
145, the author assumes the revealed theory to be true, 
that is "that had not man sinned he would not have 
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died." But he evidently does so that he may base a 
more formidable argument against what he here admits. 
The fecundity of creatures is a trouble to him just now. 
If Adam had failed to meet "certain contingency/' so 
that he and his posterity could die, this author cannot 
see what could possibly be done with them ; so they 
must die to make room, for these "deft machines'* 
must not be idle. 

It seems a pity that the Creator had not thought of 
this fact — that He might not have room for them — 
before he endowed them with such wonderful "fecun- 
dity." Instead of the command "Be fruitful and 
multiply and replenish the earth," He ought to have 
said to Adam, "Now it would be wise to have children 
but about twice in a century, for I may not have room 
for them." But more on this "fecundity" question, 
as the author brings it up again. But you must no- 
tice that though he admits the possibility, or even 
probability, of carrying an organism over, he assures 
you (page 247) that " His real self is spirit, not body." 
To admit that the body that man now has is any part 
of the man, is to admit the necessity of its resurrection. 

It is such a pity that this man could not have been 
around when the plans of this "deft machine" were 
being developed. He could evidently have given some 
very practical advice. You may get a better idea of 
his view of this "machine" by a quotation from page 
248: "The organism, the animal, in which the man, 
the spirit, the true and only self, comes swathed, 
answers the double purpose already indicated for a 
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time, but it soon becomes an incumbrance; from being 
a useful servant it becomes a burdensome charge; it 
helps the spirit to its first lessons and leads it out into 
its first activities, but it embarrasses its advanced stages 
of growth and obstructs its higher exercises ; it proves 
not only an insufficient instrument out of measure for 
our needs, but it has needs which are wearisome and 
expensive; wants growing out of its infirmities and 
weaknesses; needs of care and repairs, which are 
throughout life, and especially in advanced age, a 
constant and distressing strain on powers and affections, 
which have higher uses, and which demand freedom 
and enlargement into other realms and modes of em- 
ployment." 

Now do you not think it would have been well if 
this author could have been present to have given 
some advice about the make-up of this man ? First of 
all it seems such a pity that a nice, little, innocent 
''spirit man'' should be so tangled up with such a 
''wearisome and expensive" body. Then again, it 
seems so cruel that a Creator, who might have made a 
body for this "spirit-man," without this "distressing 
strain on powers and affections, which have higher 
uses," did not do so. I want you to notice particularly 
this everlasting grumbling by this author against the 
Creator for the make-up of this creature. Now I beg 
to suggest that until he can make a good, healthy 
oyster, it might be a little modest to withhold his 
criticisms. Mark the sophistry on pages 248 and 249 : 
"There is nothing that pertains to a body, either its 
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necessities or pleasures, that would be agreeable to 
carry up through eternity, as a stomach forever crav- 
ing, limbs forever wearying, tissues forever wasting, a 
frame forever crying for protection against pain, and 
hurt, and hunger." Have you ever learned from the 
teaching of the Methodist Church that the resurrection 
body involved any sudh "craving stomach" or '* limbs 
forever wearying?" Yet this is the sophistry by 
which this author would confuse you, until he can say 
''the true and only self," the "spirit-man." 

From the teachings of these lectures, you are con- 
stantly confused with the same thought, that, if the 
body is any part of man, it must remain forever on the 
earth. Notice the inference which you must draw 
from the following, page 249 : "Even the sinless spirit 
must have pined ere long for a bliss more celestial, for 
activities more ennobling, than any possible in a realm 
such as this, in which we are born." I hesitate to 
make a charge of an evident design to mislead, but the 
same thought, referred to above, has been so repeatedly 
brought out, that I am inclined to suggest that he 
means to mislead you. If the Bible, or the Methodist 
Church, taught the continuance of man, as he now is, 
permanently fixed on the earth, there might be some 
apology for these frequent statements to that effect. 
But as it is, it can only be intended to drive you to the 
opposite extreme — a "spirit-man." But here is this 
same bewildering sophistry again. " No greater ca- 
lamity could befall us than to live forever as here and 
now, with the inevitable tendencies in our nature," 
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(page 250). Does the resurrection of the human body 
imply anything like living here forever ? Does it not 
teach just the opposite? Why, then, this constant 
reference to this thought of staying here forever? But 
he does not fail to keep it before your mind. On the 
same page he says: ''In fact, an immortal race of 
beings, such as man, * * sfr ^j^-j^ ^^^^ 

creative laws, such as those by which the race is 
multiplied and propagated, is simply impossible." 
Well, who has said it is not impossible ? 

The doctrine of the resurrection does not involve 
any such thought, and certainly the Methodist Church 
does not teach it. But it does teach that the dead shall 
rise again. But you will see the conclusion to which he 
is leading you, on page 257: "That only is entitled to 
be carried up, which serves a spiritual end, or be perma- 
nently conditioned to spiritual perfection." Well, if 
this "body idiotic and beastly," with all its environ-, 
ments of evil, could serve such a good purpose in 
giving this "spirit-man " a "start," I can see no reason 
why in its resurrection state it may not serve a good 
purpose. Not as it is, but as it will be, when raised 
from the dead. But this thought of the resurrection 
will not answer the purpose of this author, as you will 
see by reference to page 252 : "But the organism is 
not a finality, but is means to a higher end * 
* * that it may shrine a spirit and initiate an 
immortal life." Now, is it not a pity that the Creator 
did not know something about this initiating an 
"immortal life." He might then have hinted it to 
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Adam or Moses. Then it seems, too, that He might 
have improved His plan to " initiate an immortal life." 
It takes too long to do it in this way. Besides, these 
long weary years of sickness, and decrepitude, and old 
age, must be hard on that " spirit-man,*' who came 
into this body just to "initiate immortal life." Now 
is this nonsense, or is it not ? Is the Creator taking 
this wearisome method to "initiate an immortal life," 
or is He making a man after the most approved plan ? 
If you ask me how, I simply reply I do not know. 
But that does not affect the fact at all ; I do not know 
how He made the man for this life, yet it is a fact all 
the same, for all that. 

But on pages 252 and 253 the author assumes that 
all but the "spirit-man" is "scaffolding to be laid away." 
" That at first bodies are indispensable, there can be 
no reasonable doubt. Their deft and curious contri- 
vances are for man's uses and development." Does 
it not seem a pity that the Creator did not know some- 
thing about this before? If He had known that 
"their deft and curious contrivances" were made as 
referred to above, he might have improved the arrange- 
ment some. I submit to you, that it would have been 
better, so soon as this "deft machine" began perma- 
nently to fail, to have just opened the door somewhere, 
and left this "spirit- man" out. The Creator evidently 
thought He was making a man out of all these ele- 
ments. But it seems He was sadly mistaken, for page 
253 — "They serve as material shrines in which to 
posit a soul." Referring again to page 252, please 
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notice the author*s method of predicating an argu- 
ment: "But organism is not a finality, but is means 
to a higher end." And on this assumption he pro- 
ceeds to tear down the "scaffolding" at wholesale, to 
get at his "spirit-man." Suppose we place over 
against his statement, the following : But organism is 
a finality ; man is an organism ; therefore, man as such is 
a finality. The author will find it very difficult to prove, 
except by his bold assertion, that "organism is not a 
finality." But study this author still further — 
page 253: "If it is true that the perfection of the 
spirit is the ultimate end of the whole economy of 
nature, it is also true that it is made dependent on the 
economy." Well, suppose the spirit is "dependent 
upon the economy," what under his theory becomes of 
the spirits of children who lose their "deft ma- 
chine" before it has had time to "initiate them into 
immortal life? " You must bear in mind, that these 
poor little spirits must stand round thoughtless and 
formless, because they did not come into contact with 
material things through this " body idiotic and beastly. 
It may be true that the relations of child-life in the 
in the resurrection state may involve difficulties, the 
theory of "Beyond the Grave" does not furnish re- 
lief. But notice further, on page 253, he says: "The 
soul enters existence as a germ. * * * is a 
child of God, bearing his image and likeness." Now 
observe this strained effort to do away with the body. 
Does the Bible teach that the soul — spirit — bears the 
image of God ? Or is it the man which bears it ? But 
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his pet child would be left destitute if he did not 
destroy the human body — so it must go. 

I confess that this perpetual warfare upon the hu- 
man organism is becoming a little wearisome. Yet it 
may be pardonable in a theory the corner-stone of 
which rests upon its ruin. But he hurries you to his 
conclusions by the most perfect rhetoric, with much 
less perfect argument. After a beautiful grouping of 
words on page 254, he brings you to his pet thought 
again : '*And so we are led to imagine that the destruc- 
tion of the instrument by death must be irreparable 
calamity to the soul also, failing to see that what is 
helpful to one stage of existence, may be hindrance 
to another.*' 

Who made this creature, now, anyway ? Is he the 
work of some novice ? Is he the work of some school- 
boy? Is he the work of some experimenter, who is 
just learning the use of his tools? Or is he the work 
of a God, who crowns His creation with a specimen 
upon which He dare write the unqualified word 
"good?'* There is no evidence that the human or- 
ganism ever will cease, nor that it is an embarrassment 
at any stage; if so, why did not a wise Creator im- 
prove it? He evidently thought He had completed a 
good work, and would evidently have thought so yet, 
if the author of "Beyond the Grave" had not pub- 
lished that book. 

Now, I want you to keep in your mind this unquali- 
fied fight against the body. He starts ofi" on page 
255 : " It is to be noted, that the experience which 
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the body mediates to the soul, is a low and inferior 
type, grounded in sensation, and resulting in acquaint- 
ance with and enjoyment of the material world — a 
mere life in nature." Be this "low" or high life, 
thi^ "spirit-man" of the author of "Beyond the 
Grave" seems to enjoy it very well, and never out- 
grows this life, as long as he is healthy. But is it 
true, that this organism tends to nothing but what is 
low and groveling? If this is true, then I submit 
that a vote of censure is due the Creator for making 
such a body. He must have known that the first im- 
pressions made on this little "spirit-man," are the 
most impressive and lasting; and it was simply mean 
to put him into such a "body idiotic and beastly." 
Really, I do not believe He did any such thing. If 
He, the Creator, said that body was "good," very 
"good," I believe it was. Perhaps the author of 
"Beyond the Grave'* is mistaken. It maybe that 
some of this devil is in this "spirit-man." The facts 
are there is not a mean, low passion, incident to hu- 
manity, except as sin has corrupted it. God made 
this being, and it is not possible that He made such a 
fearful blunder. You will pardon me if I insist that 
the author must be mistaken. 

Please notice how he is rushing conclusions on page 
256: "The animal which served it well, can serve it 
no longer; will have accomplished its mediatorial 
purpose; will have led the immortal to the door of 
his heaven, into which it cannot go; and being no 
further useful, but ^ clog and shackle, will be left at 
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the gate." Now, who, but this reckless author, 
makes any such allusions to man ? Why did not the 
Creator say to Adam, "I have made you this 'ani- 
mal' from the dust of the ground; it will 'accom- 
plish its mediatorial purpose' for you; when it has 
'served you well,' it 'will have led the immortal to 
the door of his heaven,' but 'into which it cannot 
go;' now, 'being no further useful, but a clog and 
shackle,' you will please leave it 'at the gate.' I am 
sorry I could not have made you a better ' machine ; ' 
could not have gathered a better ' definite quantity of 
oxygen and other gases;' one that would not have 
been 'a clog and shackle' to you; one you could 
have taken along with you. But you will pardon me, 
for this is my first experiment in making a man." 

Now I confess to you, that, in my judgment, if the 
author -of "Beyond the Grave" is correct, that the 
Creator is a failure, and ought to make some kind of 
an apology to Adam and his children for His blunder 
in making a man. 

On page 257 the author of "Beyond the Grave" 
introduces a scholarly line of thought, as you may see 
by the quotation following: "The subject of force in 
any of its forms is too occult for our faculties or ex- 
perimentation. It seems to be resolvable into mere 
motion of will ultimately, and so to be manifestation 
of spirit, but no possible science reaches its home; 
and the position we take of this kind of life is, that in 
its nature it is perishable; that wherever found to 
exist, as soon as it exists, and as an inseparable 
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concomitant of its existence, it tends to extinction, un- 
less supernaturally perpetuated ; that the death of such 
a life is concreated, and in no sense accidental ; it not 
only may die, but it is its law to die; not to die would 
be the miraculous removal of the law of its being ; 
in fact its momentary continuance is death." I have 
given you this lengthy quotation, not that I am just 
certain that I know what he means, but you will be 
able to detect this familiar fact, that the. human body 
must die naturally. If this can be shown that it dies 
naturally^ then this body may not be the subject of a 
resurrection. And you may notice how he brings you 
to his conclusion: "And the position we take of this 
kind of life, that in its nature it is perishable * 
* * it tends to extinction,'' Now all this may 
be true, but I do not know enough about this life to 
be just certain as to its tendency to extinction. I jtm 
inclined to think that no life of this class is inde- 
pendent. It is sustained by a force back of it. What 
the possible limit of that force may be I cannot telL 
It is quite evident that the application of a little more 
of this life force would perpetuate the existence of the 
body. 

Death in itself is the absence of life. A little more 
of this life force would necessitate the absence of death. 
Where is the necessity of the death of this body? 
But it must die, hopelessly die, or this author will be 
in a sad plight with his "spirit-man,'* who has "retired 
the body*' and refuses to be longer "shackled** by 
this "machine** with a "stomach.** 
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Until we are a little more certain of the processes 
of animal life, it is hardly safe to predicate a revolu- 
tionary theory upon the hypothesis of the "necessary 
extinction" of life. From what we know of life such 
a conclusion need not follow. Here on page 258 you 
will recognize the "hobby" of this author, the 
supposed change of the "living tissue." "The 
living tissue is incessantly lapsing into death by its 
own processes, so that in a short space of time not a 
particle of any original structure remains living. It 
is asserted that to eflfect this entire change of cor- 
poriety only seven years are required." You are too 
familiar with this thought to need an introduction, for 
the author has introduced it so frequently in these 
lectures that you are now prepared to look for it at 
just about such a point in the orbit of his thinking; 
but you must bear in mind that we are not looking 
after the "living tissue," nor even of the atoms of 
which it is composed, but after the man; not the 
pieces of meat, and bread, and bits of thought, but 
the man. But if we were looking for the very ele- 
ments of which he is composed, would this argument 
of change eflfect anything? 

Suppose that one atom or molecule is replaced by 
another, have you made a perceptible change? Here 
is a drop of pure water, a molecule. It carries two 
parts of hydrogen and one part of oxygen, and nothing 
more. But here are fifty of these molecules. Is there 
any diflFerence in them? Transpose them ; have you 
made any change in the thing of which they form a 
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part? Could He who made them pick them out and 
say : " This molecule belongs in the elbow and not in 
the eye? *' He, the Almighty, cannot tell the differ- 
ence in these molecules, for there is no difference. 
If we were seeking the identity of the elements this 
fact would hold good in every instance, but we are not 
seeking this molecular identity, but the thing which 
is grown by this combination of elements. In looking 
for the identical human body in the resurrection it 
does not follow that we must hunt the sea to recover 
the piece of carbon which was tossed overboard with 
an amputated limb. If you require a given number 
of elements for a given molecule, these elements are 
identical wherever found, consequently the things 
which are made therefrom are identical. 

Taking the familiar argument of the author on the 
seven years' change of the body, it only proves the pos- 
sibility of change, yet constant identity. The author's 
determination to dispose of the human body is more 
fully set forth on page 259. "All things that have a 
material life live through a cycle, it may be a minute, 
it may be a thousand years, and die ; die because it is 
their law to die; die because that for which they 
lived has been accomplished, and because continuance 
of life has no adequate end. * * * rpj^^ 
scheme of nature, in which it has its home, is fitted 
up for its destruction. Nothing short of eternal 
miracle, set for the guardianship of each life, could 
guarantee its deathless continuance." Now, on the 
supposition that everything must die as soon as it 
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serves its purpose, would it not necessitate the " extinc- 
tion'* of the human body? It would be very difficult 
to prove that it had served its mission. There are so 
many illustrative incidents in nature which indicate a 
continuance of life, though these great changes inter- 
vene ; and this continuance involves a constant identity. 
I do not purpose to teach that the resurrection of the 
body is a method of propagating the race, yet the 
lesser orders of creatures teach such significant lessons 
that you do well to study them. That little, useless, 
fresh-water polyp propagates itself by the egg, and 
bud, and by divisions, but in all its changes it carries 
over the distinct type of the hydra. If you will study 
the aphis you will find that while it starts from an egg 
it may pass through eight generations, all distinct in 
themselves, before it reaches its maturity and perfec- 
tion of male and female, yet at all times, whatever 
form these little plant-lice may take, they all carry the 
identity of the aphides. All animals undergo striking 
changes, some greater, some less, but rigidly preserve 
their identity. While this may not be proof direct, 
yet it does very strongly indicate that whatever change 
the human body may pass through, it will carry its 
identity as long as it carries being. But suppose that 
death is just all that the author of "Beyond the 
Grave" makes it to be, then you will at once see that 
he has made his point. If death is absolutely natural, 
if it requires an "eternal miracle" to keep anything 
alive, then it dies as a matter of necessity. Sin had 
nothing to do with the question of even human death, 
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therefore the atonement cannot reach the human body, 
it must remain extinct. 

Are you ready to endorse this theology, even though 
it comes dignified by scholarship and position ? But 
on page 260, he attempts to fix this thought more 
clearly in your mind, by calling your attention to the 
fact that one life seems to be sustained by the death 
of another : " My second argument is derived from 
the fact that one class of life is dependent for its exist- 
ence upon the destruction of another. This, if it be 
true, is proof direct that death, as a necessity, is cor- 
porate in the system of nature." Granting all that is 
said here and in the following two pages about death 
as a necessity, does not make it follow that " It is God's 
oflspring direct." It might be far more reasonable to 
suppose that death is the ofispring of the devil. It 
does not require a very severe task of the imagination 
to conclude that all animal existence, preceding the 
Tertiary period, was fashioned by the devil. The 
huge contortions of nature, especially in the Age of 
Reptiles, show confusion in the creative forms, which 
might result from the meddling of devils. It is not 
improbable that this globe was the early stamping- 
ground of evil forces, and death reigned over every 
effort of life. It does not require great research to 
see in the Tertiary Age, a new grip on the creative 
forces. And though death — for cause I may not di- 
vine — ^had become the heritage of animal life, yet He 
who essayed to make a man, made provision for the 
continuance of his life. In some way that " Tree of 
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Life** led to immortality. Be the value of that tree 
what it may, sin destroyed, or disconcerted its remedial 
relation to* the race. This might have been a far 
more rational, and more nearly bordering on the Scrip- 
ture teaching. But nothing will serve the purpose of 
the author of '' Beyond the Grave " but the doing away 
of animal death, even as a remote result of sin. If 
this can be once fully established, then there is room 
for his "spirit-man," without the resurrection of his 
" deft machine. " Now he comes to his final argument 
in favor of the necessity of death (page 262). He has 
discovered a law of "fecundation '' which demands that 
things must die. They must die so as to make room 
for another litter. This supposes that this so-termed 
law of "fecundation'* is, as it would have been, if sin 
had not interfered. And again, it supposes that this 
"law of fecundation** is a fixture independent of Him 
who fixed it. Now, if this law of fecundity is outside 
of the care of God, there may be some danger of a 
surplus. But until we understand this "law of fecun- 
dation,'* and the original design of the Designer, we 
may not safely predicate a theory of such general rev- 
olution. It may not be well to dispute the fact that 
animal death is a part of the creative plan as it jiow 
exists. But it is not certain that such would have 
been the plan, if sin had never touched our globe. 
What the plan would have been, it may not be in the 
province of human thought to grasp. It is not. im- 
portant toman, and hence is not a matter of Revelation. 
It may not be well to worry over the possible results 
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of the "law of fecundation." Who made these crea- 
tures ? In whose hands are the issues of their life even 
now? Has He fixed witlessly that which He cannot 
now control? God is fixed, all else is adjustable. 
There are no laws relating to these things distinct from 
God. Whatever we may discover in type, as an index 
of what may be, is all incidental to His one great 
thought — man. And however h« may seem to be re- 
lated to things back of him or below him, he is an 
order peculiar to himself. 

There is no doubt but that all lesser things were 
made with a design of serving his best interest, either 
in death, or continued life. But there is no more 
safety in comparing the animal life of this creature 
with any of the fauna beneath him, than there would 
be in making a comparison of their destinies. That 
which is common to one, may not be corormon to the other. 
And it need not, does not follow that because the lesser, 
which had only a secondary existence, dies, that the 
superior one, for which all else was created, must die. 
That was it^ a fish, or fowl. That fish or fowl was all 
there was of it. But this is it^ a man. Not man in a 
body^ but man as such, made of soul and form — the 
whole constituting a man. However many changes he 
may pass in his formative state, this one thought is 
prominent — God is making a man. But you will please 
bear in mind that it is nowhere intimated except in 
"Beyond the Grave,*' "Man a Spiritual Being,'' and 
"Heaven and Hell," by Emanuel Swedenborg, and 
their kindred souls — that God is growing a man in a 
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"definite quantity of oxygen and other gases/* Evi- 
dently the writers of the sacred manuscript thought 
that they were writing about a man — not an invisible 
man in a "deft machine.*' 

Evidently when Christ, in his last agony turned from 
the cross to say: "Woman, behold thy son.** He 
never thought of saying: "Now do not be mistaken. 
This is not your son which you see, it is only the 
'warm flesh and blood* in which he comes to you. 
Let me assure you that you will never see your boy 
— this is only his 'useful adjunct.* You can see his 
'body idiotic and beastly,* and you may comfort your- 
self that he is^ in there. You can never see him, but 
he is there, and he will make his ' deft machine with 
a stomach * pluck the corn and gather the olives for 
both of you.** Now what nonsense. The Saviour evi- 
dently thought that He was speaking of a man ; thought 
He saw him; and He would have been thinking so 
unto this day if it had not been for the author of 
"Beyond the Grave.** 

But to the question of the "fecundation** of things. 
Now I am not disposed to say that if all the crows, buz- 
zards and owls which ever cracked the shell were living 
to-day, that it might not be a little hard on the corn- 
fields and chickens ; I would not say that if every flea 
which ever leaped his length were leaping and nipping 
now, they might not be a little uncomfortably numer- 
ous. But I am inclined to say that because the crow, 
buzzard, owl, or flea dies, that it does not follow that 
man as such shall die and not live again. Even on the 
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ground that when the creature has served his purpose 
well, to it death is an "extinction,*' does not indicate 
the "extinction " of the human body by death. That 
which is less than man may have been created for his 
service, and in some way designed to minister to him. 
If so, when that ministry is complete, it^ ihey^ all 
things may die. 

For what service is man created ? Not the "spirit- 
man," but man, the real man. If for the service of 
God, then when that service is complete let him die ; 
until that service is complete he is only passing 
changes for and in that service which is incident to it. 
And this change does not imply the extinction of any 
part of him more than the change of charcoal into 
diamond implies the extinction of carbon. The evi- 
dence that man will lose his solidity/ so far as matter 
and form are included is not sufficient. Has it oc- 
curred to you that this material universe is simply 
immense? It must have been produced for some 
purpose. True it may be said to have been created 
for another order of beings. This, too, may be true, 
but the evidence is not sufficient. Does it not occur 
to you that the evidence of created existence in this 
universe, beyond those who have been or are in some 
way connected with this globe, is very limited? 
There may be class upon class, and orders without 
number, but it is a matter very largely of conjecture. 
There is evidence that this globe has cost more than 
all the universe beside. I am by no means certain 
but that the fiVst and last thought of God in creation 
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was man. I am very much inclined to the assump- 
tion that the passion of His heart was, is to blend the 
two universes in one thinking, willing, feeling uni- 
verse — a man. These countless worlds of matter 
which huddle in groups, or wander alone, dazzling in 
the glare of their own decomposition, or demurely 
waiting the touch of life or torch of flame, are simply 
sparks from His great anvil where He is forging out 
a man. To leave any factor of this man in the grave 
would be as fatal to His plan as to withdraw the car- 
bonic acid gas from the plant and blossom and still 
expect the perfect fruit. Let all things less than 
man die, as die the leaf and blossom to mature the 
fruit; but man, as such, must live. He is the fruit 
of this universe, all else is but the leaves and 
blossoms. 

You will remember that it is very forcibly argued 
by the author of "Beyond the Grave" that a material 
organization is necessary for his '* spirit-man" to use, 
so that it can get a "start" in "thinking." His 
little "man" probably never would get a "start," if. 
it were not for this body, and it will never be com- 
plete without it. There is more than assumption in 
the thought that this universe is made for man. And 
if so, his organization is, and will be, a necessity as 
long as he stands, related to that universe. Whatever 
changes and growth may intervene in his processes, it 
may be safe to intimate that he will carry himself 
through them all. If an organism was necessary to 
bring him into contact with this material world, it 
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may require an organism to give this "spirit- 
man*' a good "start" in his next life. There 
is not a doubt but that a man, as an organized 
being, will so continue as long as his existence may 
continue. There is no evidence that because a thing 
or creature may be organized that it is less liable to 
continue its being ; and it is such folly to argue that 
because a thing may be what we are disposed to call 
material that it is more vulgar than what we call 
spirit. There is no reason why the material universe 
should be traduced because it is visible, and the spirit 
universe extolled because invisible. 

It is a question very doubtful — except to the author 
of ^^ Beyond the Grave" — if the Godship of a God 
shines more grandly anywhere than in the works of 
His hand in material creation. And there is little 
doubt but that the study of the works of God and of 
God in His works will consume no small proportion 
of the time of those whose environment are confirmed 
virtue. If there is any force in such a thought, this 
"spirit-man," which this author is trying to grow, 
might find an organism very convenient to give him a 
"start." Suppose that in this resurrection body 
which "is sown in weakness," but "is raised in 
power," the simple faculty of vision were increased a 
few thousand fold, and the sense of pleasurable touch 
were multiplied by a million ; the power to hear in- 
creased by the same multiplier; suppose, too, that 
all the powers of this being be multiplied by 
those unqualified words, "raised in power;" power. 
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You must remember that death does not result even 
remotely from sin, but "It is God's offspring direct, 
not a penal device;" "It exists in the bosom of sin- 
less, not sinning nature." Now you will observe that 
death is a terror to all things which can possibly die. 
To the human kind, it is most emphatically the "King 
of terrors," yet he says, "It is God's oflspring direct." 
And many of us have thought, until "Beyond the 
Grave" was published, that the Bible teaches that 
death is "an enemy," and when He said, "The last 
enemy that shall be destroyed is- death," we had 
thought that He referred to His conquest over sin, 
and that what we have been shrinking from all our 
lives, had been destroyed. But from the argument of 
this author of " Beyond the Grave," it seems that the 
Creator made a man, that is, He made a "spirit-man," 
and then he made a "definite quantity of oxygen and 
other gases" in which to put this "spirit-man." But 
he wishes you to remember that these two, the "spirit- 
man" and his "machine," are just as distinct from 
each other, as the "hand" and the "hammer." 
How He made the woman, this author "saith not;" 
but it is supposed that when completed, she is a match 
for the man. But it seems that there was a law 
common to this pair, whether it belonged to the "spirit- 
man" part, or to the "deft machine," is not set 
forth; this common law was known as that of 
"fecundation;" now it seems that this "law of fecun- 
dation " was a little beyond the control of the Creator, 
and something must be done, or the children of these 
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two, in a very short time, would fill this universe so 
full that you could not sit down. And there seemed 
to be no other way to get even with this law of 
"fecundation" than to arrange to kill these creatures 
at a given age. So, for awhile, He allowed them to 
live for a few hundred years, and then He must arrange 
for their death — for "death is God's oflFspring direct." 
But still they increased on His hands rapidly, and He 
narrowed the time of life down to one hundred and 
twenty years. And still they increased on His hands, 
and He sent out " His oflFspring ' ' and slew them at whole- 
sale by a flood. But still they increased on His hands, 
until He was compelled to limit the time of life to 
seventy years, and still they increased on His hands. 
What He may do next, in order that He may deplete 
this race, the author of "Beyond the Grave'* saith 
not. What a pity that the Creator did not forsee 
this, the result of this "law of fecundation,'* which 
He had made a part of the nature of this creature. 
If this had been done, such a vast amount of suflfering 
might have been avoided. 

Now do you see any economy or science in this 
method of producing such myriads of human beings, 
and then sending out His other " oflFspring direct" 
to slay them because He has not room for them ? 
But though you may or may not see any policy in this 
theory, is there any indication in the Bible to this 
eflFect ? If not, there appears to be a slight discrepancy 
between the author of the Bible and the author of 
" Beyond the Grave." If this author had just allowed 
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his mathematical imagination to have sought out a 
place for this race, he might, perhaps, have laid himself 
less liable to ridiculous criticism. It is a wonder he 
had not taken a Scripture thought: "And there shall 
be no more seas." He could have dried up the seas 
and made considerable more room on this earth. Then 
I suppose that matters could have been hurried up on 
the moon, and that could have been put in condition 
for a colony long before this date. Mercury might 
have been cooled down, so as to have furnished room. 
Saturn, too, with her various colored moons would 
have made a nice home, and her meaningless rings 
might have been utilized in making room. Jupiter 
would have accommodated the surplus for a number of 
years. It would have been possible to have crowded 
into the solar system quite a number of these persons 
" averaging four feet high." Then look outside among 
our neighbors for lodgings for these persons. It seems 
as though Ursa Major might billet quite a fair-sized 
colony. And why could not Andromeda take a num- 
ber. And Canis Major has one or two beautiful 
apartments. Taking this material universe as a whole 
it might have taken the surplus of earth for a long 
time, and it is a wonder that he did not conclude that 
the Milky Way, with the entire nebulous mass, was 
but matter held in reserve to make new homes as they 
were demanded by this "law of fecundation." Per- 
haps this was the original plan, until it was found to 
be cheaper to send forth death — "God's offspring 
direct," and kill them off to make room. 



NOTE B. 145 

Now I confess that it seems a little cruel to place a 
man in such a light as these conclusions place him. 
But no matter how anxious this author may be to 
provide for his "spirit-man" child, he has no right to 
trail the human body in dust and run wild on his 
imagination, and force conclusions upon you unwar- 
ranted by the Bible or reason. 

Next, he has shown you — page 266, that a healthy 
pair of codfish would be all that might b^ needed 
to build in the short space of ten years, more cod- 
fish tissue than you had ever thought of. Just 
think of it, a lump of codfish as large as thirty 
thousand decillions of worlds as large as earth, and 
so packed together that they would be as heavy as 
gold — "Of nothing but tissues of codfish'* — not a 
bone in it. Now if this author can show that there is 
any spirit-codfish waiting round outside of these cod- 
fish ''tissues,'* and that these, as codfish, have a mis- 
sion or "service" unfinished, then there may be some 
relation between this mass of fish* and man. But if 
it be true, that when these fish have helped to make 
a little brain for us who need it, and with a few other 
little incidents of their life, finish their service, then 
let death to them be an "extinction." He introduces 
another and final argument in favor of death as 
"God's oflspring direct." On page 267: "My fourth 
argument is, that death existed before sin, and could 
not, therefore, be penal." Here follow the disclosures 
from geological science. This argument is clearly and 
beautifully set. There is no doubt of the existence of 
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animal death on this earth in the ages prior to that of 
man. Earth and sea are but one vast chamel house. 
But the assumption made in the quotation above as to 
the date of sin, may, and it may not be true. There 
is no evidence that sin originated on this globe. What- 
ever may have resulted from it here, sin was familiar 
to the universe ages before. Its direct relation to man 
may bear date as suggested by -the author. 

The Bible, too, indicates very clearly the period in 
which sin made its invasion ; and it does indicate very 
clearly that human death in some way resulted there- 
by. It does not follow even though death is a pre- 
Adamic fact, that in the case of the human, it was not 
penal. The Bible indicates very clearly that human 
death was really penal ; and the Divine treatment of 
the race- would point to the same fact. Taking one of 
the strong positions of the author of "Beyond the 
Grave,*' that a thing may be "retired'* when it has 
completed its service, then there is no reason why 
death should not have preceded Adam, in just so 
far as the diflferent classes had completed their 
service. If man has completed his service, let 
him retire and make room for another order — 
perhaps. But you must bear in mind that you must 
not retire any of his factors, else you leave him incom- 
plete. You might as well think of retiring the arterial 
system, and still retain a healthy and perfect body, as 
to essay to retire the body and yet retain a complete 
man. It requires the several factors — no matter how 
complete either or each may be in itself — to make a 
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complete humBnform. But this is no more true than 
that you require spirit and body to make the man. 
Neither factor of itself is a man. Perhaps we are lay- 
ing too much stress on the "inbreathed life." The 
Scripture account does not indicate that God breathed 
a spirit into ihe body of Adam; but it does teach 
that "God made a man of the dust of the ground." 
This account seems to teach that as man he was com- 
plete, though without breath. If we had no point to 
make, but were simply looking for the facts regardless 
of results, we should simply say this "inbreathed life" 
was simply animal life — simply gave him a "start" as 
a man. 

Whatever the result may be, whether man as such 
ever gets out of the grave or not, we venture to place 
this fact over against the teachings of "Beyond the 
Grave," that man as such, here and everywhere, in- 
cludes the body. Separated, he, the man, is not there. 

But to return to the death question again, page 267, 
we do not hesitate to admit all that the ages and pages 
of Geology teach of the revelings of death in the realm 
of life. But this history nowhere indicates that death 
is " God's offspring direct." It is by no means certain 
that evil had not reveled in all this field in every age 
preceding the final creative effort in the production of 
man. There may be more involved in this problem 
than lies upon the surface. This globe is perhaps the 
" Waterloo " of the universe. Destinies, not simply of 
men, but of God and devils are decided here. It is 
not difiScult to conclude that the Creator had staked all^ 
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even His throne, His Godship, on this experiment of 
making a man. It is not simply a man, — His crown- 
ing work, but if He fail, it is the failure of a God — 
the loss of His throne and the triumph of evil, not 
simply on earth, but in the universe. Whatever con- 
flict, Miltonic or real, may have riven the heavens, this 
is real. No delegated forces meet in combat here. It 
is God against evil — devils. If He, the Almighty, 
fail to make a man. He fails in all that signifies to be 
a God. The stakes are the dominion of the universe. 
The contest hangs upon man, or devil of this Eden 
creature. Will he succeed ? If He be God He will. Not 
one factor of this creature shall remain enthralled. Not 
one molicule of his being shall be left unredeemed. 
He called him man in Eden, and He shall look on him 
as man when the contest has been decided. Changed 
he may be — will be — but he is man yet, though the 
greasy, murky graphite has been changed to diamond, 
he is yet a man in all his redeemed completeness. 

But these mountains of "sparrows,*' and men "four 
feet high," and "tissues of codfish" shoot up through the 
universe, leaving not only the snow-line, but even the 
thought-line behind. And the question is not unworthy 
of notice. But it may not be unwise to inquire if this 
"law of fecundity" is the original law of life, or is the 
law of life under the emergency of sin. If the ten- 
dency of evil is only to destroy, then perhaps the only 
way to continue the species is by this "law of fecun- 
dation." And you cannot afibrd to pass this thought 
over too lightly.. There is no evidence that God 
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created animal life in abundance, that He might give 
employment to death — "God's offspring direct.'* 

But the author of "Beyond the Grave" says: 
" These laws — fecundation — determine the amount and 
method of life contained potentially in each creature/' 
But who determined the potentiality of these laws ? 
Do you not suppose that He who made the codfish 
with the possibility of giving life to three millions of 
her kind in a single season, could just as easily have 
narrowed the limit of that motherhood down to three, 
as to have extended it to three millions? And would 
it not have been much more father-like — God-like to 
have produced just the number needed, than to have 
increased that number almost indefinitely, and then 
sent out His "offspring direct" to destroy the product. 
Did He not make a mistake in saying to Adam : "Be 
fruitful, and multiply and replenish the earth ?" Do you 
not fancy that you see the same Creator coming round 
a few years later, and saying to Adam : " Now you 
and your posterity are entirely overdoing this thing. 
I did not suppose that this law of fecundation would 
work so BuccessfiiUy. But 'these laws determine the 
amount and the method of life contained potentially in 
each creature,' I cannot prevent it now. But I can, 
and will send my * offspring direct,' he can kill them 
off and make room." You may notice the author's con- 
clusion on page 268, that death is "ancient," though 
sin is "recent." There is no question that sin, so far 
as man is concerned, is "recent." But there is reason 
to believe that sin, as a factor in this universe, is not 
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"recent.*' And while we have no sympathy with any 
"rebellion" by some, or any "pre-Adamic man," or 
that it was the scene of the "rebellion" of the fallen 
angels, yet there is force in the thought that earth, 
from its earliest geological ages, has been a disputed, 
and an expensive field. Life to anything is worth 
something. Death by anything is dreaded. If Satanic 
force was able to reach and touch man, it might reach 
and touch that which is below him. If Satanic force 
could blight and confuse his organism, it might confuse 
an organism less and less complicated than his. If 
there is any meaning in the thought that Satan, in 
"recent" ages has been, or is the "Prince and power 
of the air," it may be possible that this same thought 
applies to pre-Adamic ages. If Satan has been the 
sworn foe of God and good on this earth for the past 
six thousand years, it may not be impossible that earth 
was a Satanic resort before it became the abode of 
humanity. It is true that no assumption of this kind 
can be conclusive. Yet it may be just as reason- 
able as that He who possessed the power to create, 
turned that power loose promiscuously. For you 
must bear in mind that this "law of fecundation" is 
a product of Divinity.. But He had evidently not 
experimented much with it, for He had no sooner 
got it fairly to work, than it overdid the enterprise. 
In a little while this whole universe would have 
been a lump of moUusk even from His throne out- 
ward. So He was compelled to send out " God*s oflF* 
spring direct," and set him to killing mollusks* 
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Since which time this "offspring direct** has been 
kept busy to prevent this universe from filling up with 
fleas and flies, with beetles and birds, with moUusks 
and men. If death "is God's offspring direct," why 
has the Creator planted in the creature this instinctive 
shrinking from death? It cannot possibly be answered 
by the assumption that this shrinking from death is a 
necessity to preserve the species. If care was neces- 
sary to preserve the species, why did not He cause 
such care to be attended by a pleasurable sensation, 
like that of caring for the young ? All the evidence 
in the case goes to show that death is an intruder — 
an enemy ; that in some way it is connected with 
evil. The author of " Beyond the Grave** answers 
these suggestions about in this way: "This vain im- 
agination, of course, neither admits of nor requires an 
answer.'* Now this may be true in an argument 
where to admit that death was in the slightest degree 
the resultant of sin would ruin a whole theory; 
for as I have frequently intimated, in just so far as sin 
may have disarranged the original organism, the 
atonement must completely restore the order. 

Of Dr. BushnelFs theory of "Anticipated penal 
effect of Adamic sin*' I have nothing to do. But 
that abnormal conditions have existed along down the 
Geologic ages I have little doubt, yet I have no idea 
that these had any penal relation to the Adamic race. 
But that these abnormal conditions were related to 
evil I have not the most distant doubt. There is no 
doubt but that death and any condition of pain are 
abnormal. Please notice the care with which the 
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author of "Beyond the Grave*' protects the justice of 
God, page 269: "What principle of Divine justice is 
manifested by tracing the death of unsinning races to 
the sin of a sinning race? " Well, is there any justice 
even in the Creator when He imposes death broadcast 
upon unsinning races ? If it be injustice to trace the 
death of unsinning races to the sin of a sinning race, 
it certainly must be grossly unjust to impose death 
upon sinless races. It is safe to say that a painful 
death is not the normal condition of any creature, 
for it must follow that if pain be a normal condition, 
then the more painful the more normal. On the same 
principle that if happiness is the normal condition, 
then the greater the happiness the more normal the 
condition. Here rests the law of perfection : "Be ye 
therefore perfect as your Father which is in heaven is 
perfect." If death were not in every sense painful it 
might be included in the original plan — might be 
"God's offspring direct." But let me substitute this 
phrase where it properly belongs if correct, "And 
the last enemy that shall be destroyed is ' God's off- 
spring direct;'" "0, 'God's offspring direct,* where 
is thy sting;" "0, 'God's offspring direct,' I will be 
thy plague; 0, grave, I will be thy destruction;" 
"So 'God's offspring direct' hath passed upon all 
men, for that all have sinned." Can the author of 
"Beyond the Grave,' find fault with these substitu- 
tions ? Are they not the legitimate offspring of his 
own teaching? But here is one more opportunity for 
substitution, "For the wages of sin is 'God's offspring 
direct/ but the gift of God is eternal life.** 
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